
358 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE. APRIL 18, 

.. Also, papers to accompany bills granting increases of pension 
to Carrie W. Dibble and Margaret J. Harvey, and pensions to 
Lillie G. Daggett and Ella Whiteside; to the Committee on In
valid Pensions. 

Also, lJUpers accompanying a bill for the relief of W. K. 
llar>ey, of San Francisco, Cal.; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

Also, papers to accompany a bill for the relief of Bernard 
Campbell; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, papers to accompany a bill for the relief of Joseph L. 
Donovan; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. K01 TOP: Petitions of Joseph J. Plank and Wisconsin 
Wire Works, of Appleton, Wis., and Brown County (Wis.) But
termakers' Association, against Canadian reciprocity; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LAl\IB: Resolution of Woman's Club of Monroe, Wis., 
favoring repeal of the tax on oleomargarine; to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

Also, resolution of Woman's Club of Monroe, Wis., favoring 
Federal law for the inspection of dairy and meat animals and 
their products; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. MOTT: Petitions of numerous citizens of Carthage, 
N. Y.; Perch Rh·er Grange, No. 626, Patrons of Ilusbandl'y, 
Perch Rh·er, N. Y.; and Oswego County Fruit Growers Asso
ciation, Oswego, N. Y., against Canadian reciprocity agree
ment; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, resolution of Indian River Grange, No. 564, Patrons of 
Husbandry, Antwerp, N. Y., relati>e to cold storage of food 
products (S. 7640); to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of Cnrthage Coal Co., Carthage Oil Co., the 
Eager Electric Co. of Watertown, and of 13 citizens of Carthage, 
all in the State of New York, against Canadian reciprocity; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PL Ul\ILEY : Resolution of Graniteville Branch, Quarry 
Workers' International Union of North America, protesting on 
the part of . the United States in the affairs of Mexico, and 
Quarry Workers' International Union, Barre, Vt., protesting 
against intervention by the United States in the affairs of 
Mexico; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, vote of Saxton River Grange, Saxton River, Vt.; unani
mous vote of Orion Grange, South Woodstock, Vt.; a.nu petition 
of citizens of Putney, Vt., protesting against the reciprocity 
agreement with Canada; to the Committee on Ways and l\Ieans. 

By Mr. POST: Resolution of Buffalo (N. Y.) Chamber of 
Commerce and l\Ianufactl1ring Club, favoring Canadian reci
procity agreement; to the Committee on Ways and l\feans. 

Ily Mr. IlODDENBERY: Petition requesting the with
drn wal of troops from Mexican border ; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

By Mr. SIIARP: Resolutions of Local Lodge No. 453, Inter
national l\Iachinists, in favor of enactment of the reading or 
illiteracy test to exclude undesirable immigration and impor
ta. tion of cheap labor; to the Committee on Immigration aud 
Naturalization. -

By Mr. SIMS : Petition of Richard Smith, relating to granting 
increase of pension; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SULZER: ~solution of New Orleans Cotton Ex
change, urging that all bagging and ties used in the baling of 
cotton be placed on the free list; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

Also resolution of citizens of Buffalo and the Niagara fron
tier, f~voring the Canadian reciprocity agreement; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SWITZER: Petition of Springfield Grange, No. 210, 
Gallia County, Ohio, protesting against the Canadian reci
procity agreement; to the Committee on Wnys and Means. 

By Mr. TILSON: Petition of Cheshire, Orange, Seymour, 
North Haven, Wallingford, Totoket, Indian River, Waugurnbary, 
Suffield, Good Will, Somers, No. 105, and Columbia Granges, 
favoring a parcels-post bill; to the Committee on the Post Office 
and Post Ronds. 

Also, resolution of Wethersfield Business Men and Civic As
sociation, Wethersfield, Conn., protesting against the Cana<lian 
reciprocity agreement; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, resolution of citizens oi Waterbury, Conn., protesting 
against the new arbitration treaty with Great Britain; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, resolutions of Hillstown (Conn.) Grange and West 
Hartford Grange, No. 58, protesting against the Canadian reci
procity agreement; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By l\fr. WILLIS: Petition of C. P. Frazer and 136 citizens of 
Mount Victory, Ohio, against Canadian reciprocity bill; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 

TuESDAY, April 18, 1911. 

The House met at 12 o'clock m. 
Prayer by the Chaplain, Re,-. Henry N. Couden, D. D., as 

follows: 
Eternal God, our heavenly Father, ever ready to hear :md 

answer the prayers of the faithful, help us to pray and work 
that we may become factors in the world's great fiel<ls of 
endea>or, workers in Thy >ine:rar<ls, that we may build for 
ourselves characters Godlike, in imitation of the worJd"tj Bx
emplar, that Thy kingdom may come, and 'l'by will be doue on 
earth as in heaven.. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

CANADIAN IlEClPROCI'l'Y. 

.Mr. UNDERWOOD. l\fr. Sp('nlwr, I move tlrnt the House re
solve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union for tl\e further consideration of the bill 
H. R. 4412, the Canadian reci11rocity bill. 

The motion was agreed. to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 

the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con
sideration of the Canadian reciprocity bill, with .Mr. SHERLEY in 
the chair. 

l\fr. McCAI.,L. 1\-Ir. Chairman, I yield one hour to the gentle
man from Connecticut [nir. HILL]. 

l\Ir. HILL. l\ir. Chairnrnn and gentlemen, I spoke on this 
subject in the last session of Congress at some leugth. I have 
no desire in any sense whatever to make a speech now, but I 
have some additional facts benring on the matter which I desire 
to present, believing that possibly they may be of use in the 
further progress of this debate. . . . . 

In discussing the question of reciprocity with Canada m 
the last session of Congress I tried to show that no harm 
would come to this country if the terms of the agreement were 
enacted into law, and that it would be in full accord with ~he 
practice of the Republican Party in the past and also with 
the provisions of the national nevublican platform at the 
present time. 

I pointed out- . . 
First. That in every case where we had made rec1pr~c~ty 

agreements with other countries the result had been beneficial 
to both parties. 

Second. That the pending agreement was in no sense a general 
tnriff revision, but simply n ·straightforwnrd b~1siness arrange
ment with a single adjacent country for tbe reciprocal cxc~ange 
of such articles as the negotiators of both Governments belleveu, 
after most careful consi<leration, could be made with safety to 
each other and for the mutual ad·nrntage of l~otb, and that tlle 
special rates so made bad no necessary bear111~ upon the g?n
eral tariff relations of either Canada or the Umted States with 
the other countries of the world; and 

Third. That the racial characteristics of the rcspectirn lleo
ples and the climatic conditions of the two countries fully 
justified an entirely different course of action of oi;ie tow~rcl. the 
other from that which ought to control our relations with the 
peoples on the other side o! the two oceans, where like .co:idi
tions do not prevail. I laid down the fundamental prm.c1ple 
that competition can not exist be~een the products of two 
nations except with reference to their exportable surplus, and 
showed the statistical position of the principal crops of Canada 
and the United. States in this respect. 

I think I demonstrated beyond dispute, for no reply has yet 
been made by anybody to the proposition, thnt tho higher cost 
of living which now obtains in this country was due to un 
enormously increased demand for food products and a propor
tiona tcly decreased productiv~ po~er ~n our part, an~ ~hat this 
great change, due largely !o immigration and a trans1tl<;>n from 
agriculture to manufacturmg, had begun on the Atlantic coast 
and was stea<lily moving westward until now its influence was 
effcctfre and controlling in the central West. 

I pointed out, also, that the transference of millions upon 
millions of the food-producing classes from the nations of 
Europe into the manufacturing industries of this country had 
made the tendency to a higher cost of living world-wide, and I 
expressed my sincere belief that the continuation of high pr~ces 
for food products was inevitable, and that the only possible 
effect of complete freedom of exchange of all natural products 
between the United States and Canada would be to temporarily 
retard the rapid advances and to steady the fluctuations of the 
prices of the fast-diminishing export surplus of many of the 
food products of both countries, and that a considerable period 
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of time wouid be necessl:hry for n permanent readjustment of· the 
present wor'ld-wide conditions of thfr cost of Hving. 

I showed that the land \alues differed in the· different Prov
inces of Canada ns they did in the United States, but that fak
ing n.11 occupied farm ln.n-ds in the Dominion, the average_ value 
was $38.60 per acre, as against n value of $23.38 of all occupied 
farm lands in the United States. 

Mr. FERRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for a 
question l 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Connecticut 
yield to the gentleman from Oklahoma? 

l\lr. HILL. I will yieid just for a f}ues·tion. I have only one 
hour, and I will take it all. 

Mr. FERRIS. Where does the gentleman get those figures? 
JHr. IDLL. I get them, in tlie first pince, from the Census 

Bureau of the United States, and in the second place from the 
census bureau of Canncla. You will find the one in the Cana
dian Yearbook. MT. Durand will give you the figures which he 
ga·ve to me. 

l\:lr. FERRIS. I only asked for information. 
Mr. HILL. I quote-now from the report of the Tariff Board 

of March 1 on that subject, specifying where the main differ
ences are found, for the prices of frirm lands arc brrsed on the 
yield per acre and selling price of. the product~ and thnt ques
tion is a vital one in the proolem of the cost of living to an of 
our people. 

I would be glad, if any of you have that report before. you, 
to have you follow me fn these quotations. These quotations 
which I shall read arc summaries of the Tariff Board, not iso
lated extracts of prices across the border .line, but the sum
maries of tllc whole investigation. 

On page 84 of that report the board says: 
In the great farming States o! Iowa, Indiana, and Illinois.. the values of 

farm lands are very much higher than in any of the Canadfan. Provinces. 
In Illinois and Iowa they araa little mor.e than twice as high as in Ontario. 

The increase of Land yalues between. 1900 and l!HO- has been marked 
Irr both countries. In certain of the Provinces the rate of increase has 
been higher than in any of the States. The highest rates of increase 
in the States nre found where the highest land values o0tn.ln, namely, 
in Illinois, Indiana, and Iowa. But,. on tlie other hand, Ontario, while 
reporting the highest Canadian land -value, shows the lowest Canadian 
rate of increase. It is worth noting that Ontario is feeling the com
petition of western Canada, just as some years ago the eastern part of 
the United States felt the competition of our western lands. 

rt is impossible to make any significant comparative study of land 
vn.lues fn western Canada and those in the United States. Western 
Canada ls n: virgin region; railroad lands have been sold to settlers at 
low prices and on liberal terms of payment; the Government has ~iven 
away millions of acres under a liberal homestead. law. In Manitoba 
the value of· land per acre is $29, or $7" less than in Minnesota and 
Michigan~ but owing. to the recent settlement of M.anitoba the rate of 
Ip.crease during the last , 10 years is much greater than in those States. 

Con-ccrning wages in the wheat-producing sections, I quote 
from pages 85 and 86, as follow :. 

In gen.eral, it. may be said· that tha wages of experienced season 
hands (hands employed for a. period of se..ven, seven and u. half, or eight 
months, beginning about April 1) are on tlie same general level in 
Manitoba and Minnesota, and r..lso on the same general level in Sal!
katchewan and North Dakota, a:nd' they are higher- in the last-named 
localities than in the two first named. Where North Dakota and 
Manitoba join each other the wages for season. hands are about $5 
higlier in North Dakota than In Manitoba. The wages of harvest hands 
are practically the same. throughout the two Provinces and the. three 
States included in this investigation, with the exception of certain. large 
farms in the · States, wfiere the rate is about 50 cents per day below 
the prevailing rate on the smaller farms. 

So far as production per acre is concerned, the official re
ports show tliat of winter wheat, in which we excel, our lnnd 
produced in 1910, 15.8 bushels per acre, and of spring wheat, 
ih which Canada excels, lier Iand produced 15.5 busheis·per acre. 

We produced 460,000,000 bushels of winter wheat as against 
230,000,000 bushels of spring wheat. Canada produced 16,000,000 
bushels of winter wheat and 133,000,000 of spring wheat. These 
nre in round figUI"es in both. cases,. for I am quoting from mem
ory in this matterL 

While these statements of lnnd values, wages, and acreage 
product show clearly that there can be no appreciable. difference 
in the cost of production~ the fact ot real imperta.nce is found 
in Tables D and 10, on pages 94 and. 95, that in both countries 
while the aggregate production has increased, the home con: 
sumption has increased still more rapidly-the United States 
exporting 6 per cent of its product iu 1910 as against 10 per 
cent in WOO and 15 per cent in 1908-. 

During the Iast three- years of great immig:ration int<> Can.
ada not onJ.y have its land. values increased more rapidly than 
omrs, but its percentage of wheat exports has fallen from 38.84 peJ.1' 
cent in 1908 to 36.17 per cent in 1909 and 33.16-per cent in 1910. 

I now call attention. to the board's. summary: of- other prod
~cts. On page 107 it says of oats : 

'l'he highest. American, yields pei:: acre, each about 42 bushels, are 
rcport~d from the Ilor<fer States of" l\.falne, New Hampshire, Vermont, 

nnd Wnshlngton. This yield ls not equaled by a.ny of the Canadian 
Provinces. The next highest yields a.re those. of the great oat States, 
Illinois. and Iowa, each of which produces 38 bushels per acre. This 
ls also- tbe yield of Montana. 

The yields of Novn Scotia and Ontario exceed this by about 1 bushel. 
The- highest American farm prices-, 50 and 51 cents, a.re reported 

from New Ifampshire and Vermont, respectively.. The highest Cana
dian prices, 45 and 4!> ~nts, nre reported from New Ilrunswiclr and 
Nova Scotia., respectively. Ontario· receives 3~ cents, as against 4"2 
cents received by the New York fnrmer. The lowest Canadian prlce 
quoted is thnt of Snska.tchewan-28 cents. The lowest American price 
is that of Iow~27 cents. It ls- to be noted that the farm prices of 
more than half of the oat crop of the United States range from 27 to 
35 ce.nts n bushel. nnd that the farm prices of about the same propor
tion of the Carutdlan crop range from 28 to 36 cents. 

IIAY. 
The highest American yield per acre, 1.4 tons. is reported by Mon

tana. Maine, New Hampshire, New York, and Vermont each report a 
yield of about 1! tons per acre. The yields of the great bay States of 
the Middle West range from 1 ton to a little more than H tons. In 
Canada the average yields range from 0.87 ton, in Alberta, to a little 
more than 2 tons on Prince Edward Island. 

What is- Prince Edward Island? I have been an over it, from 
one end of it to the other, and the crop of hay is insignificant, 
compared with th~ requirements of either Canada or the United 
States~ 

Ontario, which produces more hay than New York, reports an aver
age yield per acre of 1.84 tons, as against New York's average yield of 
1.32 tons. 

The highest American farm price, over $Hi per ton. is reported from 
New Hampshire and Wisconsin. The highest Canadian price, $14.58, 
is that quoted for Alberta. The Ontario price is ~10.21, as against the 
New York price of $13.70. It should be noted that, owing to crop 
shortage, American hay prices were unusually high in Hl10. 

HORSES. 

Prices of horses range from $10G to $125 per head In Maine, New 
Hampshire, Vermont, and New: York. In Michigan, Wisconsin, Minne
sota, and North Dakota the range i's from $111 to $126, and in Mon
tana, Idaho, and Washington from $80 to $108. In eastern Canada 
prices of horses. range from $107 to $139 per head, while. in western 
Canada. the range- is from $107 to $156. In the great agricultural 
Stntes o! fodiana, Hlinois, and Iowa prices· razige from $120 to 
$124. In all the Canadian Provinces, except Prince Edward Island, 
Manitoba,. and Nova Scotia, the prices. are higher than in any of our 
States. 

As to horses, Canada has no surplus of importance- outside of On
tario. The agricultural development of the northwestern Provinces has 
put prices- of work stock and hea:ry draft teams at a premium in. the 
territory tributary to Winnipeg. During the spring of 1910 it is stated 
on good authority that not less than 20,000 horses were sold out of 
Ontario alone for shipment to the market. just mentioned, and pros
pective loss of this trade is giving Ontario some concern at this time. 
Tbe five Provinces of Quebec, Ontario, Manitoba, Saskatchewan, and 
Alberta combined have but 1,8G3,744 head, as comp:rrecl with 1,000,000 
head now in the State. of Iowa alone. 

D.URY COWS (p. 10!>). 
Prfces of· dair.y cows range- from $33 to $39 a head 1n Maine, New 

Hampshire, Vermont, and New York. In Michigan, Wisconsin, l\finne
sota, and North Dakota the range- is practically the same-. In the 
western border States of Montana, Idaho, and Washington. the range is 
from $41.80 to $46.50. In eastern Canada prices of dairy cows range 
from $32 to $48 and in western Canada from. $3·9· to $41. The highest 
Canadian price quoted ls $48, in Ontario, as against $46.50 in Montana, 
the highest American price. 

CATTLE. AND SWD.TE (p. 110). 
rrices of .othel." cattle vary in the United Sta"tes from $14.30 a head 

in Minnesota to $27.40 in Montana, while in Canad:.i the. ·range of 
prices is from $31 in Saskatchewan to $34 in Ontario. 

Prices of swine a.re slightly- higher in Canaan than in the United 
States. In our eastern border States, Maine, New Hampshire, Vel."
mont, and New York, they range from $10 to· $11.10. In the great 
agricultural States of Indiana, Illinois, and Iowa, prices of swine 
vary very little from those already quoted. In eastern Canada the 
range of swine prices is from $10 to $13 and· in western Canada, from 
$12 to $13. ·The highest American price is $11.80 a head in Wiscon
sin, as against the highest Canadian price of $la a head~ which is 
quoted" for Quebec, l\Ianitotia, nnd Saskatchewan. 

SHEEP (pp. 110, 118), 
Prices of sheep are much lower 1n the United States than! ln Canada, 

due to the fact that Ontario specializes on pedigreed flocks as appears 
later on. In the United· States they range from $2.90- per head in 
Texas to $5.30 in Illinois and Iowa, while in Canada the range i~ 
from ~4 in Nova Scotia. to $'1 in. Ontario,. Manitoba, and Saskatchewan. 

While the sheep industry in Canada at the present time ls a minor 
one, the feeding of' laml:is for market has been an important busines'i 
in OntaDio, as many al! 125,000 head having been exported ns late as 
1907 to. the United States nnd 33,000 the same year to Great Britain. 
The surplus has now dwindled,._ however, to such an extent that prac
tically none was received at the Butl'alo, stockyards during 19-10. In 
fact it is reported that n: few American-fed lambs have been. shipped 
from Butralo to Toronto, indicating. tbD.t Ontario at the pr.esent t1me 
is scarcely supplying her own wants in this regard~ This is, however, 
an abnormal: condition. 

These a.r.o. the genera! conclusions drawn by the Tariff Board. 
from their investigations.. So .far as retail J)rices in various 
localities are concerned. comparisons are of no value- as a rule, 
for they are almost always affected by local conditions, such as 
methods. of distribution. and business customs. But I call atten
tion to the fact shown an page 128, that new-la.id eggs :r.et:tU 
at 30 cents per dozen in. Burlington. and 4..0 cents in Montreal; 
that milk sens at T cents per. quart in Burlington and D cent& 
in l\:Iontrcal; cream at 45 cents per gallon in Burlington and 
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50 cents in Montreal; and that butter sells at 32 cents per pound 
in Burlington and 35 cents in Montreal. 

I submit herewith also the table found on page 132, giving the 
prices on dressed meats both at wholesale and retail in Chicago, 
'.roronto, and Montreal, showing in every case higher prices in 
Canada than in the United States: 
Comparattve prices of agricultural products, January, 1911-Dt·cssea 

meats. 
WllOLESALE PRICBS PER 100 POU::-iDS. 

No. 1 beefcarcass ......•.................. 
No:2 beofcarcnss ........................ . 
Lamb .................................... . 
}.futton .................................. . 
Pork ..................................... . 

Chicago, lll. 

$9.50 
8.00 

$8.50- 9.00 
6.00 

10. 00-12. 00 

BET.A.IL PRICES PER POUND. 

Beef: 

Toronto, 
Canada. 

$9.50 
9.00 

12.00 
9.00 

10.50 

Buffalo, 
N.Y. 

Rib roast .............................................. $0.14-S0.18 
Rump ...........................•...•.......•.......... 12- .14 
Steak, porterhouse.................................... .18- . 24 
Steak, sirloin........................... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16- . 20 

Lamb: 
Leg................................................... .12- .16 
Chops................................................. .16- .22 

Veal chops. . . . . . . • • • . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18- . 22 
Pork· 

Loin.................................................. .16 
Fresh shoulder. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 

:Montreal, 
Canada. 

S9. 50-$10. 75 

8. 00- 8.50 
12. 00- 13. 00 

Toronto, 
Canada. 

$0. 15-$0. 25 
.10- .15 

.25 
.18- .25 

.20- .25 
. . 20- .22 

.30 

.17- .20 
.11 

This investigation and report of the Tariff Board, published 
since I spoke in February on this question, fully justifies the 
claim I then made, that the treaty was in strict accord with the 
Republican national platform declaring that "the true measure 
of protection is the difference in the cost of production at home 
and abroad." 

Over and over again since this treaty was made public the 
reduction in the price of wheat has been quoted as proof that 
the coming of reciprocity was casting its shadow before, and 
some Members on this floor wore into shreds and tatters tele
grams tending to prove that wheat would soon become almost 
valueless, because Canadian restrictions were not taken off from 
logs and pulp wood to be manufactured on this side of the 
boundary at what has always been claimecl to be a higher cost 
of production. As a proof that the law of supply and demand 
is still in operation, I quote from the market reports of the New 
York Tribune of March 27 concerning wheat: 

Exports of wheat and corn are growing, and as the price of flour has 
eached an export basis, increased shipments may be looked for. Tbe 

visible supply of wheat in tbe United States is 10,000,000 1.mshels more 
than at this time last year, while the world's supply is o0,000,000 
bushels larger, the two factors, with favorable prospects for big crops 
in the current year, apparently precluding the possibility 01' a return of 
quotations to the high levels of 12 months ago. 

I also quote a dispatch from Chicago, published in the New 
York Journal of Commerce, with reference to barley: 

B..IBLEY IIITS RECORD HIGII LETEL. 

CHICA.GO, March fS.-Barley made an entirely new price record in 
Chicago to-day. Up to $1.13 a bushel was paid. The rise to-day reached 
2 to 4 cents, making a total gnin of more than !:!O cents in the last 
couple of weeks. Scarcity of the grain has developed sharp competition 
between malsters and brought about a boom excelling anything of tlle 
kind previously known in the trade. 

Is it not manifest that if the proposition for reciprocal trade 
n these commodities is responsible for these changes, it is work

·ng both ways at the same time? 
But that is not all, for it is claimed by some gentlemen here 

hat the policy of reciprocity in competitive products is not 
only a wrong economic one, but that it is "un-Republican" and 
" ruinous to the protective system." And yet only two years 
ago the bituminous coal interests of Pennsylvania petitioned the 
Ways and Means Committee for complete reciprocity with 
Canada in one of the great products of Pennsylvania, Ohio, 
Indiana, and Illinois--bituminous coal-and every Republicau 
on this floor who voted for the Payne bill as it passed the House 
was guilty of this heresy to Republican principles, for if it is a 
heresy now, it was just as much so then. 

But agricultural implements, which are also competitive prod
ucts and essential to farming, furnish a still more glaring in
consistency. Our Democratic friends have just reported a bill 
which will be acted upon in a few days putting these things on 
the free list, and yet every one of them who voted against the 
Payne bill voted against not only Canadian but world-wide 

reciprocity then, and our Republican friends who voted for the 
tariff'. bill aµd now oppose reciprocity with Canada in other 
competitirn articles will have much difficulty in adjusting their 
conscientious scruples, for paragraph 468 of the Payne bill puts 
plows, tooth and disk harrows, harvesters, reapers, agricultural 
drills and planters, mowers, horse rakes, cultivators, thrashing 
machines, ancl cotton gins on the free list from any country in 
the world which will admit ours free. 

If any .A·merican ·farmer chooses to pay a higher price for any 
of these things than he can buy it for at home and so put him
self on a parity with the Canadian farmer, he can get them to
day in England, as the Canadian does, and import them here 
absolutely free of duty. 

The only trouble is he can buy them cheaper at home, and so 
far as these things are concerned the proposed Democratic !Jill 
wm !Je of no benefit to him. 

It is only fair to state that this challenge to a world-wide 
reciprocity in the Payne bill was flung out to all nations at the 
request of the manufacturers themselves. I defy any Republican 
or Democrat to gainsay that. 

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield for a moment? 

Tho CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania~ 

l\Ir. HILL. Yes; I will yield-if the interruption is short
for a question. 

Mr. l\fOORID of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman inform us 
whether or not agricultural implements are produced in Canada? 

Mr. HILL. Oh, yes; a few; but I guess not so many as we 
send over there. 

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Can the gentleman give us a 
comparison of wages paid in that industry in Canada ancl the 
United States? 

}fr. HILL. There is no difference between the wages paid 
in Canada and the United States. I will stand upon that. 

l\1r. BUTLER. l\1r. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Will the gentleman allow me to interrupt him just a moment? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield to the gentlemau 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. BUTLER]? 

l\fr. HILL. I can not yield. Of course there are differel).t 
rates of wages. One employer will pay liberal wages, while 
another will squeeze the life out of his employees. But in a 
general way I will state that there is no difference in the wages 
bet\veen like people, living in a like climate, under similar con
ditions. 

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. But the gentleman has just 
stated that in some respects the cost of living is higher in Can
ndn tllan in the United States. If the wage earner has to pay 
n higher cost of living, is not that an important factor in con
sidering his situation when his wages are the same? 

l\fr. HILL. Yes; I will answer the gentleman, and say that 
the cost of living is higher in eastern Canada than in South 
Dakota. 

Now, I commend to the gentleman the next sentence that I 
am going to read: "Great is Diana of the Ephesians." The 
opponents of Canadian reciprocity may not see the force of this 
interjection, but they will if they study their Bibles and famil
iarize themselves with Paul's experience in Ephesus. [Applause 
on the Democratic side.] 

l\Ir. l\IOORE of Penm~ylvania. Will the gentleman yiel<l? 
The CH.AIR.MAN. Does the gentleman from Connecticut 

yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania? 
l\[r. HILL. I can not yield. I have only a few minutes more. 
The site of the former Temple of Diana, which I visited three 

years ago, is now nothing but a great mud.hole, and that also 
is suggestive of many things. [Laughter on the Democratic 
side.] 

Nor can our Democratic friends congratulate themselves that 
they are walking now in the paths which their fathers trod, 
for most of these food products which will come in free under 
reciprocity with Canada. were dutinble at an average of 20 
per cent in the Democratic Wilson bill and at from 40 to 20 per 
cent in the Walker bill of 1846; and about the only thing found 
in the infinitesimal free list of that still sacred achievement of 
Democratic revenue legislation among the many made free in 
this bill are shrubs, seeds, and fish. 

Now, if you ask me my idea of protection to a farm product 
I will give you an illustration. Canada produces a.bout 
73,000,000 bushels of potatoes per annum; the United States 
about 336,000,000 bushels annually. The production is under 
like circumstances in both countries and in like climatic con
ditions. Indeed, in many cases the boundary. line runs right· 
through the potato :fields. The freights to the great markets 
of this country are substantially the same. I have them here1 
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given me by the Interstate Comm·erce Commission, by rail nnd 
lJy the Hamburg-American and North German Lloycl steam
ship companies from Germany, yesterday, by telegraph: 

Railroad rates on potatoes, carload lots, to New York. 

F.rom-
St. Paul, Minneapolis, Oshkosh, Manitowoc, Green Day, Cents. 

Wis.; E scanaba , Dagley, hlich ___ __ ___ ___ _ per busheL_ 21. G8 
Fredericton, St. Johns, Morrison, New Brunswick __ do____ 15 . 53 
Caribou, Daggett, Presque Isle, Me _______________ dQ____ 17. 87 
lloulton, Mc ---------------------------------- do ____ . 15. 53 
Va n Duren, ·hle _____________________________ _: __ ao____ 17. G8 
Ashland, :Me __________________________________ do____ lG.99 
Greenville, Me _________________________________ do____ 14. 6G 
Hamburg and Drcmen, Germany, by steamer ______ do____ 9. 80 

The freights to the great markets of this country are sub
stantially the same. Whatever difference there is, possibly 1 
cent a lmshel, is in our favor. No duty is needed from Canada, 
because there is no difference in the cost of production. But 
a.cross the ocean is a country of small area, with a population 
of 60,000,000 people-Germany-which produced last year 1,800,-
000,000 bushels of potatoes, six times as many as we did with 
our 30,000,000 more population. With the cheap labor of Ger
many, she can do it at an average cost of at least 10 cents a 
bushel less than we can. More than that, Germany can put 
those potatoes into New York City by water at a freight of 5 
cents a busllel less than tlle rail rate from any producing points 
in the United States. I would ascertain, through a careful in
vestigation by the Tariff Board, what the average difference in 
the cost of production is and would make a duty to fully cover 
it. That is my idea of protection. That is the competition from 
which I would protect the American farmer, and that is Repub
lican protection, as I understand it. 

The fact of the case is that Canadian reciprocity is not in 
any sense a tariff question, and I am profoundly glad, gentle
men, that it is -not a party one [applause], for it has been 
negotiated by a great Hepublican President and, in my judg
ment, will . receive the approval of a majority of both parties 
on the floor of this House. [Applause.] In its very essence-
and I shall discuss it from this point hereafter-it is a question 
of the future cost of living in this country, nnd that problem 
·vitally affects every indiYi<lual in the land. It goes into every 
home, not only, as the gentleman from Maine [Mr. Hrnns] saiu, 
the home on the farm, but into the tenement house as well, into 
the humble cottage of the poor and the palace of the rich like
wise. It is as insistent and compelling in the great city as in 
the country village, and it demands the anxious thougllt of 
every nation on this new continent, as it has already become 
the despair of every nation on the old one. 

Three years ago I visited a great factory in Berlin, and was 
shown through it by an intelligent foreman who could speak a 
little English. "What do _you pay for meat here," said I, 
"roasting and boiling pieceS!" "Meat! \Vorkmen know no 
meat. Potato and cabbage, cabbage and potato," was his reply. 
And I understood the significance of a country of 60,000,000 
people raising 1,800,000,000 bushels of potatoes every year. 
"Wllat is the price of butter?" I asked. "No butter can buy. 
Oil," he answered. 

I have traveled for a month in the Orient, with an educated, 
cultivated gentleman ns a guide, and his continuous diet was 
boiled rice, with a little dried fish added on feast days only. 

Half of the population of the world to-day nre struggling for 
a bare existence, and I never want to see on this continent such 
a civilization as that kind of sustenance compels. 

The political complexion of Great Britain to-day is determined 
by lhe size of n loaf of bread, and the socialism of France and 
Germany is in reality a protest against sc:mty nourishment 
and the inability of the masses to obtain those things which 
make life tolerable and give to men ambition and hope of better 
things in the future for themselves and tl10se dependent on them. 

The increased cost of living was the dominant factor in the 
last election in this country, and mistaken as I think the people 
were as to the underlying causes of higher prices, they were 
not mistnkcn in the fact of their existence, for they were faced 
with the proof of it every day. 

They did not stop to think that every year a million immi
grants are added to our population beside its natural increase. 
They did not realize that eight-tenths of these settled in the 
manufacturing and mining sections, and that in the last decade 
nearly 10,000,000 of people, most of whom were food producers 
ncross the ocean were changed to food consumers here, and, 
hesides that, the cities were growing enormously at the expense 
of the farming sections, making more food consumers and less 
food producers still. 

They ~aw the splendid development of the West and the 
prosperity of the South and wondered at the resulting con-

ditions as they were affected by them, forgetting the funda· 
mental fact that no matter how much supply may increase, if 
demand increases more i:apidly still, prices are bound to ad
vance in proportion; and so they voiced their protest at tha 
polls, and you gentlemen on the other side of this Chamber are 
now politically responsible for a situation which a Republican 
system of taxation did not cause, and which a Democratic 
s.rstern can not change, for increased demand for food products 
pressing upon the same area of production is certain to ad,Tance 
the price of the product and the increased return on the in· 
yestment means higher land values, which in turn compels 
higher cost of production in the future. There can be no remedy 
except in a larger area of production or a reduced standard of 
liYing which will lessen demand. 

In the last Congress I set forth in some detail the change 
from agricultural to industrial conditions in the States ea.st of 
Indiana, and I call further attention now to the increase of 
manufacturing in the South and the limitation of the pro· 
ductiye power of that section to the single crop of cotton, and 
I am satisfied that the present census of the United States will 
show that, with possibly two or three exceptions, the States 
east of the Mississippi River are nowhere near self-sustainine 
so far as food products are concerned. 

In the two decades from 1880 to lDOO, while this great indus
trial change was going on in the Eastern States, the value of 
all farm property in New Hampshire, Vermont, Connecticut, 
Rhode Island, New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Ohio 
decreased to the amount of $325,800,779, and ~n the same decades 
the value of all farm property in Indiana, Illinois, Nebraska, 
Kansns, Iowa, Wisconsin, :Minnesota, and :Missouri increased 
$4,773,031,222. The addition to the wealth of those great States 
was enormous, and yet it can be easily accounted for by the 
fnct that in a previous generation the value of much of that land 
had been merely nominal and had come into the possession of the 
owners at very low prices, much of it by the payment simply of 
the homestead fee of $1.2u an acre and that the increment was 
the result of long and hard struggles in subjecting it to cultiva 
tion, and with the low prices then prevailing securing the improve 
ments which now make life enjoyable to the present possessors. 

But the new census will show a wholly different condition of 
affairs. The natural movement to higher prices which a con
stantly increasing demand has caused, while it has affected all 
agricultural sections throughout the country, has given to these 
great cereal-producing States of the Central West by the greatly 
increased prices of their products an added wealth in increased 
land values which I do not believe has been equaled in any like 
period of time and in any S,imilar territorial area in the history 
of the world. 

In making this second comparison, I have not been able to get 
the census returns of the State of Ohio, but I have no doubt 
that State has shared in the .results of these changes in equal 
propodion with the neighboring Eastern States of New York 
and Pennsylvania as it did before. . 

I will insert in the R ECORD the changes in the land values 
alone, not including buildings and live stock, in order to show 
the added wealth of agricultural investments in the East and 
We~t in the single decade of lfJOO and 1910. During that time the 
States of Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts, Rhode 
Island, Connecticut, New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania 
show an increased value of land alone in the sum of $328,515,000, 
thus practically' bringing them back to conditions which obtained 
30 years, ago, and substantially recouping the previous loss. 

Eastern States--increase of land value, 1900 to 1910, farm land alone 

Value. Gain. Per cent. 

Maine............ ...... . ........... ...... $85,923,000 J36, 569, 000 74 
New Hampshire..... ..................... 44,327,000 8,828,000 25 
Vermont . . ........ ........ ....... -........ 58,255, 000 12,441, 000 27 
J.fassachusetts ..•............... -.......... 104,273,000 17,348, 000 20 
Rhode Island ........... -................. 14,837,000 1,415,000 11 
Connecticut....... . ....................... 71,527,000 19,086,000 36 
New York................................ 703,214,000 152,040, 000 28 
Pennsylvania..... .... .................... 627, 185,000 51, 792,000 9 
New Jersey········ ···-- ·········-- · ·· · ··· 122,357,000 28, 996,000 31 

Total ... .....•••....•••....•......... 
1
-1-, 83-1-, 8-98-.-000-

1
_3_2_8,-5-15-,-ooo- .I.--.-.-.. -.-.. -. 

Over against this increase I cnll attention to the remarlrnble 
showing of the eight States of the l\liddle "\\est-Illinois, Indiana 
Nebraska, Kansas, Iowa, Wisconsin, l\Iinnesota, and Missouri 
which in this single deca<le, now exi. tiug ns settled communi 
ties, and with conditions in no way ardnous nnd burdensome as 
those which had prevailed in their previous history, find them 
selYes now in the possession of an investment increaserl, so 1ar 
as land value alone is concerned, in the sum of $7,140,G34,000. 
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Western Btates--1.ncrease of Zana iJalues, 19()() to 1910, farm land alone. 

Illinois ................................. . 
Indiana ...•..................•••••••..•. 
Nebraska .....................•.•....... 
Kansas ......••.....•..•...•............ 

~~~IiSill·:::: ~::: :: : : : : : :: : : : : : : : : : :: : : 
Minnesota ....... -· ••................... 
Missouri ............................... . 

Value. 

S3, 081, 564, 000 
1,325,475,000 
1,613,077,000 
1,534,552,000 
2, 799,025,000 

501,032,000 
1,016,BSO,OOO 
1,441,529,000 

Gain. 

$1, 567' 450, 000 
637, 842, 000 

1,126,471,000 
1,002,384,000 
1, 542, 273, 000 

60,4SO,OOO 
457, 587, 000 
746, 053, 000 

13,403, 143,000 7, 140,534,000 

Percent. 

104 
93 

231 
188 
122. 7 

11: 
82 

103 

In addition there- was an increase of buildings- and farm im
plements of $1,584,837,000. 

The entire increase in the manufacturing industries of the 
whole United States for the first half of this decade, as shown 
by the census of 1005, was $3,707,440,47.?, so that it is fair to 
assume that in addition to a means of livelihoocJ, and over and 
above the. accumulations of live stock this. 10-year period has 
given to the agricultural population of these eight States an 
increment of land -value and buildµlgs far greater t:Jlan shown 
by the entire manufacturing industries of the whole United 
States for the same period. Note the added value of the farm 
lands of a single State like Illinois, aggregating as it does 
$1,566,450,000 nn increase of 104 per cent, or 9 per cent annual 
addition to the investment over and above good dividends every 
year. Indiana. shows 93 per cent; ~ebraskn., 231 per cent; 
Kansn.s, 188 per cent; Iowa,. 122 per cent; Wisconsin, 11 per 
cent; Minnesota, 82 per cent; Missouri, 103 per cent. What 
that means to Illinois, the third manufacturing State in the 
Union, is shown by the fact that it is more than double the 
entire investment of that State in manufacturing, at the be
gin:Iling of this 10-year period, and that the increase in manu
facturing capital during the first 5 years on which we have 
the census figures was less than one-third of the value added to 
farm lands alone. 

Now, I do not cite these figures with any feeling of. envy or 
anythiµg else but sincere rejoicing at the great prosperity which 
has come to this section of our common country, and by no 
vote or act of mine would I lmowingly or willingly do anything 
which would detract from it.. The men of the West have built 
up great empires there which have added to the glory of the 
whole land and to the prosperity of every section of it, and 
I am thoroughly confident that their present achievements, great 
as they are, are but promises of a still more glorious future. 

But in this great industrial change-which is surely coming to 
them, as it has already come to Ohio and the East, n.. new basis 
of cost of production of food products of the land must in the 
very nature of things be reckoned with, and it is hardly fair in 
looking into the future to say that the present m-0vement is an 
attack upon the farming industry, in view of the fact that these 
enormoug additions to the agricultural wealth of the_ country 
have been tho result of the irresistible movement toward higher 
prices, which have affected all alike, but which have been far 
from being equally distributed in the respective industries. I call 
attention to the statements made in the United States Crop 
Reporter for January, 1011, w,hich, I think, will be somewhat 
of a surprise to many people in this country, especially those 
who have been in receipt of sundry and various circulars with 
.which the country has been flooded during the last two months, 
some of them anonymous and some of them bearing the im
print of the agricultural associations of the country. This gov
ernmental report shows an average increase in the money re
turn per acre in the United States of the crops of corn, wheat, 
oats, barley, rye, buckwheat, potatoes, hay, tobacco, and cotton 
m 1909 of 72.7 per cent over and above the like return per acre 
in 1809, the unit increase on corn being 96.7; wheat, 09.5; oats, 
62.7; barley, 37; rye, 44.8; buckwheat, 25.5; potatoes, 40.7; 
hay, 46.1; tobacco, 53; nnd cotton, 92. 

On the other hanc4 the same documents. will show as bearing 
on this all-important question of the- cost of living that the de
partment made at the same time that the other figures were 
tabulated a comparative statement of the prices of 85 articles 
purchased by farmers in 1909 and 1899, and in explanation of 
both tables I submit the conclusionS' drawn by Mr. Victor H. 
Olmstead, chief of the bureau, who says: 

From the foregoing data. it appears that whereas the acre of the 
farmers' crops of moo was 72.7 per cent more than in 1809, and the 
cost ot the articles purchased by them increased about 12.1 per eent1 the purchasing power of the produce of 1 acre in moo was about 5'1 
per cent greater than the purchasing power of the product of 1 acre 
in 1899. An acre of corn having increased 78.6 per cent; its purchas
ing power increased GO p01: cent. An. acre of wheat hn.ving increased 
114 per cent, its purchasing power has increased 91 per cent, and an 
acre of cotton having increased 65.6 per cent, its purchasing power 
has increased 48 per cent. 

I commend these tables in the Crop Rep.orter of January, 
1911, to your consideration. 

' 

Under these circumstances it hardly seems to me that the cir
culars to which I have referred have fairly stated the situation 
to the farmer. I do not think that this was intentionally done, 
nor do I think that many of the other statements made in these 
circulars were intended to be misleading, although that is un
questionably the fact. For example, I find in one of. them n· 
statement as follows: 

Tbe farmers receive much less protection than the manufacturers, 
for, while farm prod11cts are taxed on the average of about 25 per cent, 
manUfactured articles are taxed on the average of about 45 per cent_, 
clearly showing an effort to ·con-vince the agricultural communitYJ 
that manufacturers as a distinct class are specially favored in 
the tariff law, and this I emphatically deny. I do not now wish 
to argue the question as to whether the export products of the 
soil are the direct recipients of the benefits of the protective 
system or not, but I will publish as a part of my remarks a 
table showing the ad valorem equi,-alent of the duty on 47 of 
the principal articles produced on the furms in the various sec
tions of this country, and I mnke the assertion now, that if 
wool, tobacco, and sugar were classified as farm products in 
the agricultural schedule, as they should be, that schedule would 
show a higher rate of duty tnan any other sch,edule in the 
Payne tariff bill, except wines and spirits. 

.Mr. FOSTER of Vermont. Will the gentleman yield? 
The CHAIR.l\I.AN. Does the gentleman from Connecticut yield? 
l\Ir. RILL. I have not the time. If I have time when I get 

through, I will answer any questions. 
Some duties in tlie agricultural schedule, apvlying Payne rates to ta 

vears' importations, 1898 to. 1907. 
Pei: cent. 

Bacon and hams------------------------------------ 21. G5 
Beef------------------------------------~----------- 20. 18 
~rutton----------------------------------~-----~-------- 17.85 
Pork----------------------------------------- 13. 3!> 
Veal-------------------------------~-------------- 24.78 Poultry ___________ .:__________________________________ 42. 01· 

Lard-------------------------------------~------------- 15.10 
TnlloW------------------------------------------------ 10.05 
Wheat-------------------------------------------- 26. 62 
Wheat flour----------------------------------- 25 
Oats-----------------------------------~------------- 35.71 
Corn--------------------------------------------------- 22.52 
Buckwh~atL----------·-------------------------- 31. 32 
BarleY--------------------------------------- Gl. 16 
HUY---------~------------------------------------------ 54~ .. ~31 
Hops-----------------------------------~-------------- 5l.2o 
~~tte!r:.:::.:.::.=:.:--=::.::.:.:=.=:.:.:.===:.=:::::-_::::_-::: 28. 83 
Cheese----------------------------------------------- 41. 62 lUilk _________________________________________________ ~_ 17:54 

Eggs------------------------------------------ 8~: g~ 
Lemons--------------------------------------

31 ~~Ef~8C"urra'Dt:~::::==:::::::=::::=:::=::=::::::::: 67. 48 

~t~~~~~~~~:~~::.:.::.::::::.:::.:::.:::.-:=:.:::::.:::::::::::::::: gg_45 
Onions--------------------------------· ---- 54. 38 
PotatoeS------------__:______________________________ 42.D.3 
Figs-------------------------------------·--------------- 4601: 20~1 Orangeg_ ______________ _,.;. ______________________ _ 

Dried fruits-------------.:_--------------------- ~~: r~ 

g~~~~~ri~s!ellionpee1:::::::::::::::::=-::::=:::=::::=::: 58.58 
Raisins------------------------------------------------ 34 ~·. 8

20
1' 

Preserved frults-----------------------------------
Alm.onds------------------------------------------------ 57.311 
Preserved citron-------------------------·---------------

5
5°

0
.· 07~ Filberts---------------------------.:---------------..- GO. 

7
7 

·Walnuts--------------------------------------- 21. 08 
Pcanuts-------------------------------------

~~~:iog~~co::_:-_:-:_:-_:-_:-_:-_:-_:-_:-:_:::_-:-_:::::::_:-_:-_:::::_:::::::::::::::: ~3:~i 
Wrapper tobacco----------------~--------------- 200.0~ 
Wool, class 1--------------------------------- 50. So 

~~~~;g~gg~::::::::::::::::::~:::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~:~6 
r will also- print ~e ad ':'a.lorem 7qutva.lent rate o~ duty on 

ench. schedule covering the importation of tlrn first six m.~mths 
of the Payne b11l, and thus permit the agricultural population of 
the land to draw their own inferences as to the correctness 
of the statements in th.e circulars referred to. 
Parcentage of aci, 'Valoreni dutv for. si:D months.,. Oct. 1,. 1.909, to Mar. 1' 

1910, on actuai (mportatio1is under tne Payne Zaiv. 

Schedule- Percent; 

A. Che:rnlcals .........••...••....•..••...•••.......••..•...•..•........... 
B. Earths .•... ·-··········-···-··············-·······-··················· 
%. ~:t::::: :: : : : ::::: ~ ::::::::::: =~ ::: : : : : : ::: : :: ::: :: :: :: :::: :::::::: 
~: ~~cco::: :: : ::: ::.:::::::::: :: :: : : : : :::::: :: :::::::::: :::::: :: :: ::::: 
f.· ~:~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~::::::::::::::: 
1. Flax-······-·······-·········-············-···············-····-····· 
f. ~~::::: ::: :: ::::::: ~:-: ::::::: :: ::::::::::::::::::: :: : . :: : : : :::-: : ::: 
~: E::F~~~~~:~:: :: : ::: :: : : : : : : : : : : :: :: : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : 

23.5 
49. 7 
31.8. 
12.G 
51.9 
77.4 
29.55 
68. 7 
49.0 
47.4 
59.G 
51. :r: 
18.9 
14.21 



1911. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE. 363 
And sundries, or Schedule N, inclndes a greater volume of 

importations than nny other two schec'l.ules put together. 
I cite these figures also as a clear and distinct reply to an

other statement in one of these circulars, which says : 
We hold that the farmer should receive. exactly the same measure of 

protection as is given the manufacturers, and that there must l>e no 
reduction of duties on farm products, either by reciprocity or tariff 
revision, unless the duties on all manufactured articles are at the same 
time correspondingly reduced. 

I !ind this same theory of the protective system set forth in a 
circular issued by the Cattle Raisers' Association of Texas, in 
which it is claimed by the residents of that overwhelmingly 
Democratic State that import duties, whether levied as a pro
tective tariff or as a tariff for revenue, or on any other basis, 
should be so levied that their industries would receive an equal 
sbare in whatever benefit may flow therefrom. 

Now, this is a theory of protection which is entirely new to 
me, for I had supposed that the whole system was based on an 
equalization of differing costs of production in this and other 
countries, and hence, 'vhere no difference exists, no duty would 
he collected; but this claim would suggest a wholly different 
iclea-tlrnt hereafter it is to be a system of favoritism shown by 
a bonntiful Government to all of its people on a basis of share 
nnd share alike. l\fy suggestion is that no greater inequalities 
in effective duties will be found anywhere in the law than in 
the rates in the agricultural schedule which I have heretofore 
cited, nnd that the adoption of such a new system as an exact 
equalization of them would wholly do away with the necessity 
in the future of the services of a Tariff Board and would make 
the enactment of such tariff law an easy task:, for it would con-

. sist of but one single rate applicable to an importations. I clo 
not think that such a claim needs further consideration. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. McCALL. I will yield to the gentleman 10 minutes more. 
l\1r. HILL. No people on earth will render a more unbiased 

judgment on any great question of this kind than the intelli
gent and thoughtful people of the United States, and I am sure 
·that time only is needed to correct the mistake which, in my 
judgment, was made last fall in giving to the Democratic Party 
the control of the future revenue system of the country. 

I have spoken of the necessity of reckoning with the new 
basis of investment in estimating the cost of food products in 
this country in the future, and I now call attention to a most 
remarkable confirmation of my fears, found in a speech made 
by a Senator from a wheat-producing State, and which has come· 
·to me through the regular mail, and from which I have, there
. fore, no hesitation in quoting. I refer to a speech made by Sena-
tor GnoNNA, of North Dakota, on February 28, 1911. He says : 

We do not now produce all the wheat of which we are capable. 
There is still land left which will produce wheat, and although this 
land, or much of it, will not grow wheat profitably with low prices, it 
will produce a large amount of wheat if the owners are assured that 

·the price will remain high enough to make it profitable. · '£his applies 
not only to land which is at present owned by private individuals, but 
nlso to considerable public land still remaining. Most of the increase 
in our wheat production, however, must come from increased yields 
rather than from increase of acreage. More intensive cultivation will 
increase the yield per acre, and with the increase in price which will 
follow the overtaking of our production by our consumption such intensive 
cultivation will be brought about. If the tariff on wheat is removed, 
however, such improved cultivation of our wheat lands will be delayed. 
Agriculture is an industry of diminishing returns; after a certain point 

·in cultivation of land has been reached, although additional cultiva· 
tlon will increase the yield, each additional unit of crop so produced 
will cost more in capital and labor expended than did the preceding 
units. Consequently those additional units will not be produced until 

-the price received for the product bas reached such a point that it wiil 
be profitable to expend this additional amount of capital and labor in 
in·oducing them. With our markets tht·own open to Canadian wheat, 
the production of which is less expensive than that of most American 
wheat, the price will be prevented liy the Canadian wheat from l'eachln~ 
the level making it profitable to raise the additional bushels per acre. 

I ask the thoughtful consideration of l\fembers of this House 
in both parties to this plnin proposition thus clearly stated that 
no action should be taken by the Congress which should in any 
wny even temporarily retard the increase in the cost of pro

. duction of this greatest of all food products, an increase which 
the Senator candidly admits to be inevitable in the future. 

If the claim was m::tde that no harm should be done to land 
investments honestly and laboriously acquired, as practically 
all of the tillable public lands of the United States have been, 
until no more now remain for homesteading, and that prices of 
wheat should be maintained to give a liberal return on such 
investments now with a fair chance of future increment, I 
should admit that the claim was just and reasonable, whatever 
I migbt think of the possibilities of such legislation. But I do not 
belieYe that the people of this country will deliberately enter upon 
any course of action which they know in advance will for all time 
continually increase their cost of living, until they are forced to 
it by conditions from which there is no possibility of escape. 

Assuming present prices for both lumber and wheat to at 
least continue, and probably to advance, as I believe they must, 
yet I can see no more jm~tification for free lumber from Canada 
for the Northwestern States than I can for free wheat from 
Canada for the rest of the country. 

All through those States the demand is insistent for the ex
tension of the area of forest products to take in all of Canada 
and give us her lumber and logs and pulp wood free of duty 
and other restrictions. The demand is justified on the ground 
of conservation of material resources. 

I stand for the same extension of food production and plead 
tlle conseryation of human life as at least equally entitled to 
your consideration. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

The speech I have quoted demands the development of un
profitable areas here and the intensive cultivation of our own 
soil, and it is admitted that both can be secured only at a highe! 
cost of food to the masses of the people. I stand for complete 
freedom of trade with Canada, if need be, to retard the advances 
in food products, which all concede must come. 

The Senafor from North Dakota pleads for dollars, I plead 
for humanity. Not for the rich; they can take care of them· 
selves; but for the poor and the needy, in the years to come. 
Kot for the manufacturer, but for the wage earner; not for the 
great landowner, but for the day laborers upon the farms and in 
the mines, and for the plain people of the land in every section, 
East and West, North and South-the men who carry the burdens 
in time of peace and fight our battles in war. [Applause.] 

Within the natural lifetime of your children and mine, yes, of 
one-third of the people now living, these United States will have 
a population of 200,000,000 souls . 

The opportunity is ours to provide for their welfare now. 
The meat products of this great Nation, ahd a once possible 

competition from the Argentine Republic, are already controlled 
by a few great capitalists. I will not, in face of increasing 
prices for cereals, vote to limit the God-given possibilities of 
this whole· continent and so subject those who shall come after 
us to a like monopoly in grain, let the consequences be wbat 
they may. [Prolonged applause.] 

l\ir. UNDERWOOD. I will ask the gentleman from Penn
sylvania if he will consume some of his time. 

Mr. DALZELL. What time did the last gentleman occupy? 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania on his 

side has used 4 hours and 41- minutes, the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. McCALL] has used 2 hours and 15 minutes, and 
tbe gentleman from Alabama [l\Ir. UNDERWOOD] 4 hours and 12 
minutes. 

l\fr. DALZELL. How much time did the last speaker occupy? 
The CHAIRMAN. He occupied 1 hour and 10 minutes, 

which is included in the statement just made. 
· l\Ir. McCALL. I think the Chair has stated a greater amount 
of time than was yielded. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair understood the gentleman from 
Massachusetts to yield 1 hour in the first instance and 10 
minutes in the second. 

Mr. McCALL. Yes; but yesterday I yielded only an hour, 
which was not all occupied. 

The CHAIRMAN. On yesterday the gentleman from Indinna 
[l\ir. CRUMPACKER] used an hour and five minutes. To-day the 
gentleman from Connecticut [l\fr. HILL] bas used 1 hour and 
10 minutes, making a total of 2 hours and 15 minutes. 

1\Ir. McCALL. I think the Chair is mistaken, but I accept 
the statement of the Chair. 

The CIIAIRMAN. That is the record at the desk. 
Mr. DALZELL. I yield to the geutlernnn from Michigan [lir. 

HAMILTON] one hour. [Applause on the Republican side.] 
1\fr. HAMILTON of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, the President 

condensed the scope of this proposition into a single sentence in 
his message of January 2G last, when he said: 

RE>ciprocity with Canada must necessarily be chiefly confined in its 
effect on the cost of living to food and forest products . 

That is, reciprocity with Canada so called will have little or · 
no effect on manufactured products, but will be " confined in 
its effect " to farm and forest products. • 

So far as lumber is concerned, I voted for free lumber, when 
the Payne bill was under consideration, and we would have had 
free lumber if Democrats representing timber interests had not 
prevented it. 

This agreement proposes, first, a free list of farm ·and some 
other products. 

Second, a conditional arrangement as to pulp and priut 
paper. 

Third, it proposes an arrangement for the mutual protectiori 
of the manufactured products of both Canada and the United 
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States on terms agreed upon, subject to Canada's -preferential 
nrrangement with certain foreign nations. 

Both Ca.nnda and. the United .states are protection countries, 
beth have proS]Jered under protection, and both propose to con
tinue to protect their factories upon an agreed basis, but they 
mutually agree that the 2griculturnl products of both may 
enter tile markets of either duty free. 

CANADA.'S 'WHEAT AnIJA. 

Let us consider the farmers' relation to this transaction. Let 
us consider it, Democrats and Republicans, so far as possible, 
in a nonpartisan way. 

Canada has a population of about 8,000,000 and fill area of 
about 4,0-00,000 square miles. Of that area about 2,000,000 
sQunrc miles lie within the so-called unorganized Northwest 
Territories, lrhich reach from Labrador to Yukon and from 
Ontario to the polar regions. 

To the south of the western sweep of the Unorganized Terri
tories lie the organized Territories of Manitoba, Saskatchewan, 
and Alberta. l\fanitoba has an area of about 74,000 square 
miles, about the size of North Dakota. Saskatchewan has an 
area of about 250,000 Equnre miles. Alberta has an area of 
a boat 253,000 square miles; and each is almost big enough to 
hold North Dakota, South Dakota, Minnesota, Wisconsin, Illi
nois, and Michigan combinecl. It can not be definitely stated, 
but there is probably more whe:it land in Canada lying west of 
the Red River of the North than there is in the United States 
west of tlle :Mississippi, and the Canadian wheat land yields an 
Rverage of 22 bushels to the acre, while the wheat land of the 
United States yields an average of 15 bushels to the acre. 

The most authoritative statement I hnxe been able to obtain as 
to the wheat-growing area of Canada is contained in an article 
contributed to the August, 1910, number of a periodicn.l called 
Science, by Prof. :M. A.. Carlton, cerealist in the Agricultural 
Department. 

'l"'he article is called "The future wheat supply of the United 
States." I will read a part .of it: 

A careful study of the conditions in Canada reveals a possibility in 
increased production far ahead of nny other present exporting country. 
Outside of Manitoba, wheat production has only fairly begun, and yet 
the entire production cnn be made as la.rge as that of the United States 
at present. 

'The undevclopea resources of Alberta and Saskatchewan are very 
great. These two Provinces and Manitoba are of chief present impor
tance in grain production. The avu.llal.Jle farm area of the two larger 
Provinces, based upon reports of provincial officials, is about 250,000,000 
acres out of a. total land area of 310,000,000 acres. This farm land 
would fnrnish a similar proportion for wheat .as now employed in l\linn.C· 
so ta and . Kansas, or about one-ninfh of the area. This should be par
ticularly capable of attainment because of the impossibility of any con
siderable corn production.. One-ninth of this farm area will furnish a 
wheat area of almost 28,000,000 ac.res_ 1Uan1toba employs now almost 
3,000,000 acres. .A conservative estimate therefore may be ma.de in 
round numbers of 30,000,000 acres as the possible wheat acreage for 
these three Provinces in 1950. 

The present average yield per acre of both spring and winter wheat 
for the three Provinces, calculated from previous 10-year records, 
appears to be about 22 bushels, which should increase to at least 25 
bushels. This rate of yield wonlcl allow a total annual production of 
750,000,000 bushels, of which over 000,000,000 bushels would be an in
crease over present production. This possibility leaves out the increases 
that wi11 ·occur in older Provinces and the probable production in north· 
eastern British Columbia and the Northwest Territory . 

.A possibility of wheat cultivation, even Jn northern .Albertn, ls not a 
matter of theory, but has been fully tested. In fie year lUOB, 35,000 
bushels of wheat were already gTown in the vicinity of Fort Vermilion, 
at an average :yield of 24 bushels per acre. Two stone mills and a 
modern roller IIllll are established at this point, which ls 350 miles north 
of Edmonton. The wheat grown is probably not the best, but appears 
to be of fair quality and has a fine appearance. 

D.l.MAGED nuT NOT rn.nmED. 

It is proposed. by this tracle agreement to permit millers and 
shippers to buy wheat on both sicles of the international bound
ary line free of tariff interference. 

Now, it will scarcely be .c1aimed by anybody that ~he Amer
ican farmer will be benefited by the free importation of Cana
dian farm products into the United States in competition with 
his own. ·nut it is claimed that things which the farmer sells 
will be bought cheaper, n.nd since things which the farmer sells 
will be bought cheaper, it follows that it is deliberately in
tended that the farmer shall be compelled to sell cheaper; and 
the means whereby it is deliberately intended that the farmer 
sh:.i.11 be compelled to sell cbea-pcr is Oanadin.n competition, to 
be created by this agreement. 

But we are told th..'tt in some way, not involving the reduc
tion of the middlem:::m's profit, the people who live in lfil'ge 
cities will be permitted to buy things chea.per, and the farmer · 
will be compelled to sell things cheaper, but th!tt the farmer 
will suffer no injury by -reason thereof. 

We are told that wheat will overrun from Canada into the 
Unitecl States and that the .American farmer will have to take 
less for his wheat, but that he will ·be nll the better off. 
[Laughter.] 

We are told that brend will be cheaper, and the only man of 
all the 35,000,000 engaged in "gainful occupations" in this 
country required to contribute to that result is the farmer, and 
the farmer is expected to enjoy it. [Laughter.] 

We a:re further told that in order to facilitate this agricul· 
turn! contribution system wheat -shoulcl be free and flour pro
tected at the rate of t>O cents a. barrel 

Now, the purpose of this agreement in its relation to the 
miller is made pcrlectly clear on -page 28 of Senate Document 
'862, which I think I have a. perfect right to call an inspired 
document, inasmuch as I think it is generally understood that 
it was prepared by one of the commissioners who negotiated 
this tre.i ty. On page 28 it says : 

The millers wm be enabled to regain in large part the enormous 
losses they have suftcred in recent years with respect to their forei~ 
sales. 

Excellent I But who is going to recoup the farmer for re
couping the miller [laughter and applause] and enabling the 
baker and the packer and the brewer to make large profits out 
of the consumer? · 

It is said the millers are to recoup themselve3 for "enormous 
losses." That means, of course, that the millers must make 
enormous gains, because they are to recoup them::eh-es for 
"enormous. losses." And bow are the millers to re.coup them
selTes? Obviously, out of the farmer on the one hand and 1.hC. 
consumer of bread on the other hand. 

LOOKING AT THINGS FTIOM A HiaH PI.il"'E. 

Inasmuch, however, as we are " linked together by race, ian
guage, and geographical proximity," and because Can.ads. lrns 
never cost us anything for gunooats or military equipment, the 
President invites the farmer to look at this thing " from a high 
plune" [laughter] and to recognize the equity and breadth of 
international comity of an arrangement that will injure him 
financially, require him to divide his home market with Canacla, 
and sell the balance of his crop abroad subject to the toll of 
the miller and the shipper. 

Gentlemen, the farmer would be able to view this transaction 
from n higher plane if his view were not obstructed by the dis
crimination against him and in favor of the miller of 50 cents 
a barrel on 'fl.our, while his wheat is made free in the interest 
of cheaper fooa. 

The farmer wotild be able to see this transaction from a 
higher plane if his view were not obstructed b-y the discrimina
tion against him and in fa. vor of the brewer by a duty of 45 
cents a hundred on barley malt, _made from barley which tho 
brewer is permitted to buy of the farmer free, in the interest of 
cheaper food. 

The farmer would be able to view this transaction from a 
higher plane if his view was not obstructed by a discrimination 
against 1lim and in favor of the packer of a cent and a quarter a 
pouncl on dressea meat cut :from the carcasses of animals which 
tne packer is permitted to buy of the farmer free in the inter
est of cheaper fooa. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

HOW LIVEJU'OOL " FIXES " TIIE PIUCE. 

In order to see this thing from a high plane, we are in· 
vited to consider that Liverpool fixes the price of wheat any
way; but, on page 2-7 of this inspired document, we are told 
that "the price of wheat in the United States generally aver· 
ages, as to the northwestern crop, fully 10 cents per bushel and 
sometimes so much as 15 cents per bushel higher than in tho 
corresponding sections of Canada." 

Does Liverpool "fix" it that way, and if Liverpool "fixes" 
it that way, what has the duty got to do with it anyway? 

Of course if Liverpool fixes it that way, the duty would make 
no difference, and if the duty makes no ditierence, there would 
be no reason ·for removing the duty. 

This Liverpool-price iclea has been in circulation so long that 
a great many people accept 'it without re:.isoning upon it; but 
Liverpool does not "fix" the price. The price docs not stay 
"fixed." It never did stay fixed. Gentlemen a.round on this 
floor here in deba.te for the Ia.st two days lmve been quoting all 
sorts of simultaneous piices. The pric~ fluctuates from day to 
day. It goes up with the report of an unseasonable frost, and 
it gees clown with the report of a timely rain. 

But the farmer is invited to welcome Oanadian crops and to 
mnrkct his own abroad. If Liverpool is n good market for us, 
"-J-.J- is it not u good market for Canada? Besides, Canada is 
" llnked " with Liver:pool "by race, 11tnguage," n.nd political in
stitutions. Now, if this is not a better market than Liverpool, 
why should Canada want it? [Applause on the Republican 
side.] And if it is a better market than Ltrerpool, why should 
we give it to Canada? [.Applause on the Republican side.] 



1911. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE. 365' 
TIIE F.A..RIIIERS' WELFAilE "\"ITAL TO TilE WELFATIE OF TIIE COU:STilY. 

Gentlemen, for years we have been telling the farmer that hls 
welfare was vital to the welfare of the whole country, have we 
not, Democrats and Republicans alike? For years we have been 
telling the farmer that the prosperity of the country depends 
in a great measure upon the prosperity of agriculture. 

Were we hypocrites when we told him that, or was it true? 
And if it was true, and it was, is it any less true now than it 
was in 1908, when we told him that last? 

While yet the grain fields of Canada were unplowed we told 
the farmer that whlle protection to his grain was of little 
value, protection as a -policy was of immense value to him, 
because it built up a market at his door, and now that he -is 

. beginning to receive some benefit from direct protection shall we 
take it away from him whlle leaving every other class protected? 

While yet the grain fields of Canada were unplowed we told 
the farmer that the more people there are employed in fac
tories the bigger the town; that the bigger the town the better 
the market for 'the farmer, and that the better the market for 
the farmer the more valuable the farm. 

We told him that the more people there are employed in the 
factories the more people there are to buy what the farmer 
grows to sell, and that the more people there are to buy what 
the farmer grows to sell the more the farmer gets for what 
he grows to sell. 

We told him the more the farmer sells of what he grows to 
sell the more the farmer buys of what the manufacturer makes 
to sell, and we told him . the more the manufacturer sells of 
what he makes to sell the more men he employs to make more 
goods to sell to everybody; and the more men there are em
ployed to make more goods to sell to everybody the more money 
they have to buy of everybody. 

We told the farmer that men out of work buy less and less 
at the store, and that when men out of work buy less and less 
at the store the store buys less and less of the wholesaler, and 
the wholesaler buys less and less of the factory, and the rail
road hauls less and less to everybody and for everybody. 

We told him that the more men-there are out of work the less 
money there is in use and circulation, and that the less money 
there is in use and circulation the lower the price of everything. 

And this is all eternally true; but manufacturing New Eng
land, which is as much indebted to protection as any part of 
the Union, wants a special dispensation in her own behalf [ap
plause and laughter on Republican side], so that she can buy 
food of the Canadian farmer free and at the same time be per
mitted to go on selling her protected manufactured products 
to the unprotected farmer of the West. [Applause on the Re
publican side.] How broad, how generous, how altruistic, how 
characteristic! [Prolonged applause and laughter on Repub
lican side.] 

My friend Cushman, now dead, once applied an old story to 
New England, and invited her to let go of the tariff teat 01· 
quit kicking the cow. She is likely to do both if thls thing goes 
through. [Applause and laughter on Republican side.] There 
are a great many people west of the Hudson. [Laughter.] 

Gentlemen talk about low prices. The quickest and surest 
way to get low prices and hard times and industrial rust and 
cobwebs and industrial stagnation, and empty dinner pails and 
smokeless chlmneys, and wheels that stand still while the un
used current sweeps by is just to turn the management of busi
ness over to the political successor of the architects of the Wil
son bill. [Applause on the Republican side.] Then the con
sumer will be able to buy thlngs cheap. But, gentlemen, ilie 
bun in the · grocery window is never more remote than when 
you have not a nickel to buy it with. [Applause on the Repub
lican side.] 

DUILDING IlOADS A.ND nnmm:s FOR CL"{ADIAN CO:\tl'lilTITOilS. 

Now that we ha·rn built up here on American soil a market 
of $25,000,000,000, with trade tributary to it traveling over. our 
wn rivers, lakes, and railroads-and we are proud of it as 

Hcpublicans, because it has been built up under Republican 
1:01icies-it is now proposed to invite Canada in to participate 
"·ith us and compel our fa.rmers to see\{ a foreign market. 

l!"or years it has been our theory that inasmuch as the for-
0iguer contributes nothing for the maintenance of our schools, 
c:l.turches, roads, bridges, and internill improvements, he ought 
10 llc required to go down in his pocket and produce something 
lo contribute to our ta.riff fund for the privilege of selling here. 
i ·ow, it is proposed to compel the farmer to tax himself to 
build. roads and bridges for the convenience of hls Canadian 
competitors to travel over and compete wit~ him in our mar
kets. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

CLASS DISCRIML"{ATIO~. 

Lately we ha ye been congratulating the farmer on the fact that 
he is receiving just fair prices for what he bas to sel1, and it 

is tbc first time for years that we have been able to do that. 
But whatever the American farmer plants from this time on 
he must plant on shares with Canada. [Applause on the Repub
lican ~ide.] 

This agreement, stripped of all verbiage, is a proposition to 
cheapen ..t\.merican farm products. By it it is proposed that the 
farmer shall receive less, in order that the people who lh·e in 
large cities may pay less. 

Let us consider this. We have a population here of about 
92 000 000 and of that population about 35.000.000 are engaged 
in' so-~alled gainful occupations. Of these 35,000,000 engaged ~n 
so-called gainful occupations about 12,500,000 are engaged m 
agriculture, about 8,500,000 in manufacturing and mechanical 
pursuits, about G,000,000 in trade and transportation, and about 
8,G00,000 in professional and domestic service, and we ai:e all 
interdependent. 

For years we have argued that you could not strike a blow 
at any one of these industrial divisions without striking 3: blow 
at our whole industrial system, and it is true. But by thls you 
propose to leVY upon the farmer for contribution to all the rest. 
Is it fair to levy upon one industrial class for the benefit of all 
the rest? 

"EQUAL RIGllT& FOR ALL; SPECIAL PRIVILEGES TO NO~E." 

Some years ago somebody paraphrased a statement ma.de 
by Thomas Jefferson in his first inaugural message into tbe ex
pression, "Equal rights for all and special privileges to non~," 
and Democrats have been quoting it ever smce under the nns
tnken impression that they were quoting Thomas Jefferson. 
[Applause on the Republican side.] · 

Is it " equal rights for all; special privileges to none" to pro
tect every other industrial interest in this country and leave the 
farmer exposed to competition? 

Is it " equal rights for all; special privileges to none " to 
remove protection from the farmer's wheat and protect the 
miller at the rate of 50 cents a barrel on the flour he makes of 
the wheat he buys of the farmer free? 

Is it "equal rights for all; special privileges to none" to re
move protection from the farmer's oats and protect the manu
facturer at the rate of 50 cents a hundred pounds on the oat
meal and rolled oats he makes out of the oats he buys of the 
farmer free? 

Is it " equal rights for all; special privileges to none" to 
remove protection from the farmer's barley and protect the 
brewer at the rate of 45 cents a hundred in the interest of 
clleciper food'! . 

Is it " equal rights for all; special privileges to none" to 
t·emove protection from the farmer's cattle, sheep, hogs, and 
"all other live animals," and protect the beef trust at the 
rate of a cent and a quarter a pound on dressed meats cut 
from carcasses of the cattle, sheep, hogs, and "other live 
animals" it buys of the farmer free? 

Is it "equal rights for all; special privileges to none" to 
protect the distiller at the rate of $2.GO a gallon on whisky made 
out of rye whlch he is permitted to buy from the farmer free 
in the interest of cllcaper food'! [Appluusc on the Republican 
side.] 

Is the proposition to protect every large industrial division 
and leave the farmer exposed to competition "equal rights for 
all; special privileges to none" ? 

You southern gentlemen: Suppose Cann.du grew cotton, how 
many of you would oppose protected cotton ; and if Canada grew 
cotton and there was a protective tariff on cotton, would you be 
in favor of taking the duty off cotton; and if Canada grew cot
ton and there was a protective tariff on cotton, would you gen
tlemen be in favor of removing the duty from the planters' 
cotton and permitting the New England manufacturer to be 
protected in the fabrics he would make from the cotton he 
bought of the planter free? 

How would that square with your theory of "equal rjghts 
for all; special privileges to none "-on paper? [Laughter and 
applause on the Republican sip.e.] 

The line of discrimination runs through this transaction as 
straight as a gun barrel, and you Democrats arc going out 
of your way to help to perpetrate it. 

The gentleman from North Carolina [l\Ir. KITCHIN] the other 
day talked about fooling the .American farmer. Well, I reckon 
that the farmers of North Carolina are a heap easier fooled 
than the farmers of Michigan. [Applause on the Republican 
side.] 

The farmer of .l\Iichlgan understood the drift of this trans
action instantly. 

You gentlemen hope to carry the next election. Do you ex
pect the aicl of the farmer? I admit he is going to be between 
the devil and the deep sea. 
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You can not make loose change of the American farmer in 
your dickers with foreign nations or in your schemes for 
political power without the farmer finding it out. We have the 
free rural mail delivery nowadays. 

Gentlemen, I would not be at all surprised to discover that 
this special session will become known in the next. campaign 
and known in history as the "antifarmer session." [Applause 
on the Republican side.] And, my Democratic brethren, your 
relations to it will be a good deal like that of the man who drew 
an elephant in a raffle. [Laughter.] 

THE FARMER'S PATRIOTISU. 

Gentlemen, the American farmer is patriotic. From the days 
when the "embattled farmer fired the shot heard 'round the 
world" at Concord he has been fighting the battles ·of the Re
public. Half clad, half fed, and poorly armed, through cold 
and privation, sometimes with bleeding feet, he followed Wash
ington to Yorktown and to victory. 

The first time the American flag, Mr. Chairman, ever chal
lenged an enemy or inspired a patriot in battle he followed it 
at the Brandywine and be bas been following it ever since. 

Its stripes are red with the blood of patriots shed that its 
stars might shine together, and farmers' blood has helped to 
dye it red. [Applause.] 

He has built his home upon the frontier, dnd sometimes in the 
silence and stillness of tho forest he has listened for the tramp, 
tramp of coming millions. And as soon as tho advance gnard 
has arrived he has built the American schoolhouse and hoisted 
the Stars and Stripes above it. 

Tll.e American farmer is patriotic. If it were necessary to 
make a sacrifice for the good of his country, he would do it 
again and again as he has done it before, even to the last 
supreme sacrifice of his life. 

FAIR PLAY. 

But, Mr. Chairman, the American farmer, like every other 
manly man, likes fair play. He likes it in your country just as 
he likes it in mine. EYen the intermediate dealer,. when he 
takes his rake-off out of this assessment of the American 
farmer, will scarcely respect himself the more for taking it, or 
his GoYernment the more for giving him the chance to take it. 
[Applause.] 

Why, gentlemen, if it were proposed to levy exclusive cqntrl
butions upon them the newspapers of this country would 
break out in scare heads and double-leaded editorials imme
diately. But the great metropolitan dailies of the country, to 
whom is being held out the hope of future benefits, view the 
somewhat hopeless and inarticulate efforts of the farmer to 
avert this injury to him with a tolerant and languid interest. 
If the railroads were to be specifically assessed for the bene

fit of every other industrial class in this country, they would 
cut down wages, lay off labor, and lay off trains. But Mr. 
James Hill's railroads run into the wheat fields of Canada, I 
understand, and Mr. Hill and his fellow haulers are content. 

If it were proposed specifically to assess labor and capital 
and manufactures for the benefit of all the other industrial 
c;Jassos, this Capitol would be besieged. And yet the farmer 
is expected to take his loss and smile, smile, and keep on 
smiling. Well, gentlemen, he may not smile much right now, 
but he has been studying the meaning of reciprocity, and he 
wm know how to reciprocate. [Laughter.] He has been 
studying discrimination, and he will know how to discrimi
nate-in November, 1912. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

THE FAR:i!ER COMPELLED TO SELL LOW AND BUY IlIGH. 

The reason for this discrimination against the farmer is said 
to be the high price of food. 

Times are good and prices are high, and good times and high 
prices generally go together, and bad times and low prices gen
erally go together. When times are good they are good for 
everybody, and when they are bad they are bad for everybody. 

We all like high prices, but we like them for what we have to 
sell; and we all like low prices, but we like them for what 
we have to buy. We all like high prices and we all like low 
prices-Democrats and Republicans-but we like them when 
they are coming our way. But this is the first time in the 
history of our country when it has been deliberately advocated 
as a policy that one great industrial class of our population 
should be required to both buy high and sell low for the· benefit 
of the other industrial classes. 

What are the causes of high prices? One cause, by common 
consent of scientific investigators, is defined by the so-called 
quantitative theory of money. 

That theory imagines that the commoditiefl of the world are 
in one pile. It imagines that the money of the world is in an
other pile, and it balances the money of the world against the 
commodities of the world, and as money increases in quantity 
in its relation to commodities it is correspondingly decreased in 

value in its relation to commodities. Therefore it takes more 
money to buy commodities, and therefore more money makes 
higher prices. That is the so-called quantitative theory of 
money. 

Fifteen ' years ago the annual production of gold the world 
over was $202,000,000. In 1910 it was $454,000,000. Prices aro 
up the world over-up in Europe, up in South Africa, up in 
China and Japan, up in South America, up in the United States, 
and up in Canada. 

Where there is a uniYersal condition it is reasonable to look 
for a universal cause, and the increased production of gold is 
said to be that cause. 

THE LAW OF SUPPLY AND DE~IAND AS AFFECTED DY MONOPOLY. 

With universal high prices caused by the increase of money 
in its relation to commodities other causes may conspire. For 
illustration, the law of supply and demand. 

The law of supply and demand may operate normally, it may 
be affected by monopolistic methods, or it may be affecteu by 
sociological conditions. 

But, Mr. Chairman, this is the first time that this Nation 
has e""Ver proposed, directly or indirectly, to recognize and, by 
implication, to sanction monopolistic methods. 

The millers of Canada and the United States are protected 
from the rest of the world, first, by geographical location, and, 
second, by the tariff laws of their respective countries. 

By this agreement they are given free range of the wheat 
fields. Themselves being the only American market for wheat, 
and themselves being the only American producers of flour, 
they can within certain limits fix the price of wheat when it 
goes into their mills, and fix the price of flour when it comes 
out of their mills. 

They know that as a rule the farmer is obliged to sell soon 
after harvest to save storage, shrinkage, and wastage and to 
stop interest on his mortgages. They will give him the oppor
tunity of selling at their price then or later on. 

When wheat goes into their mills they control the flour and 
bread market of North America, and they participate in the 
control of the world's supply of wheat. · 

Minneapolis, the milling center of the universe, is on this 
side of the line and dictates terms to lesser mills. 

On the other side, according to Senate Document No. 862, 
there are now in operation mills nt Fort William, Winnipeg-, and Kee
watin, with a capncity of from 4,000 to 10,000 barrels dally. One 
Montreal concern, wU.h a chain of mills from Montreal to WinnipeA', 
claims to be the largest millers in the British Empire, with a daily 
capacity of 17,GOO barrels; nnother, wlth offices at Montreal an<l Winni
pc~, is making 10,GOO barrels of flour daily ; another. whose head office 
is Toronto, with mills at Winnipeg, Goderich, and Brnndon, claims a 
daily capaclty of 7,000 barrels. 

Knowing the modern tendency of corporations to organize 
themselves into combinations, it is difficult to believe that these 
strong Canadian milling companies have not an understanding 
among themselves as to prices. ·· 

Knowing the methods of corporate combinations, it is impm~
sible to believe that "the largest millers in the British Empire" 
would permit small competitors to grind long except on terms 
agreed upon. 

Knowing the modern method of international trade combina
tions, it is difficult to l;>elieve that the milling center of the uni
verse on this side of the line and the " largest millers in the 
British Empire" on the other side of the line do not understand 
one another. 

They themselves are a part of the so-called Liverpool market, 
because through them and their cooperators the surplus 
finds its way abroad subject to their toll. To assume that these 
milling companies have not taken advantage of this opportunity, 
ancl to assume that they will not continue to take advantage 
of this opportunity, is to assume that the millenium has ar
rived in the milling business, and of this we have no evidence. 

Human nature is selfish, and it is never less selfish when 
organized into corporations; and corporations are never less 
selfish when organized into trusts. 

EXI'ROPRIATIO~. 

I said a moment ago that the law of supply and demand 
might be affected by sociological conditions. 

There has been a constant movement of our population from 
the country into the cities. , Fifty per cent of our population has 
L>ecome congested in the great cities of this country, and the un
disguised purpose of this arrangement is to require farmers to 
furnish cheaper food to the people who live in large cities. 

Such a thing as to select one grand division of our industrial 
life for compulsory contribution to all the rest has never been 
done before. 

Now, setting aside the question of the justice or the injus· 
tice of ·this proposition in a government of supposed equal 
rights for all and special privileges to none, would this "ex-
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propriation "-to adopt a socialistic t:erm-of the proceeds of the 
farmer's toil for the benefit of tlrn people engaged in manu
factming and mecha.nical pursuits, for the benefit of the people 
engaged in trade and transportation, .for the benefit of the 
peovle engaged in professional and domestic service, accom
plish the results expected? 

This means that twelrn and a half million people engaged in 
agriculture are to be levied upon :for the benefit of the other 
80,000,000, among whom are organized colossal corporate com
binations which llave challenged the attention of the world and 
contested the power of courts and legislatures to control them. 

The Minneapolis price of wheat from January, 1910, to Janu
ary, 1911, inclusive, ranged from 10 to 16 cents higher than the 
Winnipeg price. 

It is a scientific fact that when two fluid bodies standing at 
different levels flow together, they tend to reach a state of 
<'<Juilibrium at a common leveL 

Imagine two ponds of equal size, one 10 feet high€!· than the 
other, separated by a narrow neck of land. Remove the barrier 
n.nd the higher pond will fall and the lower pond will rise until 
they are exactly at the same height. 

Avply this to the wheat areas of Oanada and the United 
States. It is clear that the price of wheat will range lower 
in the United Stutes and higher in Canada, by reason of this 
agreement, and that a price equilibrium will be reached. Who 
will get the benefit of it? It is certain that the farmer will lose 
it-that is foreordained by this agreement-but who will get 
the benefit of it? 

If the people who 1ive in the great cities will not get the 
benefit of it, then this agreement is utterly indefensible from 
any standpoint. 

TIIE EVOLUTION OF A LO.ili' OF J3Il.EAD. 

From the best information I have been able to obtain, about 72 
per cent of a bushel of wheat becomes flour and about 28 per cent 
becomes shorts and bran. It takes, on a.n average, 11 trifle less 
than 5 bushels of wheat to make a barrel of flour, depending 
on the character of the season and the quality of the wheat. 
The wholesale millers' price of a barrel af. flour ranges from 
$G.UO to $G.GO per barreJ, and the price of bran ranges from $22 
to $26 a ton. Ila.kers I.my flour at jobbing prices, close to the 
millers' wholesale prices. 

A bushel of wheat, according to the best estimates I can get, 
and I ha.Ye gone to scientific sources to obtn..i.n this information, 
will make 60 loaves of bread as bread is commonly baked in 
this country. 

I know it was stated ·in the Senate that it would make 7[) 
loaves, but I looked that up and I nm satisfied that the Senator 
was wrong when he made that statement. Now, assuming that 
the farmer will lose 10 cents a bushel-and the less he loses 
the less the consumer will be benefited, of course-di.Viele 10 
centfVl bushel by GO loaves, do you suppose that the consumer 
of a 1o::if will get the benefit of that one-sixth of 1 cent after the 
lmshel of wheat has traveled from the wheat field to the table 
of the consumer? . 

Suppose the farmer loses 5 cents :i bushel, und divide 5 cents 
by 60 lo:i.ves. Do you suppose the consumer will get the 
benefit of that one-twelfth of 1 cent? 

Follow the bushel of wheat from the wheat fields to the miller, 
from the miller to the baker, and from the baker to the con-
sumer. . 

I assume that before that bushel of w.hent ha.s become GO 
loaves of bread it has first been sold to a whca.t buyer, who gets 
his percentage for handling. Next, it has been stored in an 
elevator, which gets its percentage for storing. Nert, it hns 
been carried, say, to Minneapolis by a railroad, which gets its 
percentage tor hauling. 

Next it has been sold to a mil1er, who converts it into flour 
and makes hi~ profit for handling and grinding, and in addition 
to that he has taken out the bran and shorts. 

Next tlle flour has been sold by the mil1er to a wholesaler 
who mal;:es his profit for handling. ' 

Next it has been carried by a railroad, which gets its per
centage for hauling. 

Next it has passed into the hands of a wholesale baker, who 
transforms it into 60 loaves -Of bread and makes his profit for 
baking. 

The loaves have been hauled by a railroad, which gets its 
perceutage for hauling, and they have been handled by a retail 
grocer, who gets his r>rofit for handling. 

The wholesale lmkers in big cities ship these loa•es along the 
lines of railroads radiating from the big cities; they go to tbe 
little towns a1011g the way, and there the retailers sell them to 
their customers for 5 cents a loaf. 

By the time that bushel of wheat has traveled from the wheat 
fields of tl.te Dalwtas or from Saskatchewan, or wherever it 

comes from, to the table of the consumer <>f bread it has paid 
storage, rent, clerk hire, delivery service, miller's wages, baker's 
wages, miller's profits, baker's profits, wholesaler's profits, re
tailer's profits, and railroad, telegraph, and telephone service. 
Do you suppose the intermediate dealers and handlers along 
the way from the wheat fields to the ultimate consumer will not 
absorb the one-sixth or the one-twelfth of 1 cent per loaf? . Do 
you suppose the · ultimate consumer is going to get the benefit 
of that! Certainly not. 

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Will the gentlern:in permit 
a suggestion 7 

Mr. HA.l-IILTON of :Wchigan. Certainly. 
Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Of course the gentleman hn..s 

not overlooked the fact that it is doubly provided that he sbn.ll 
not, from the fact that on 4! bushels of wheat a reduction of 
10 cents represents 50 cents, a.nu that is retained on the flour 
as soon as the mil1er makes it in Minneapolis. 

Mr. HAMILTON of ~iichigan. Precisely. 
There is a vast difference between the modern machine-made 

porous openwork loaf and the bread made by the farmer's '1ife 
from the flour made from the wlleat that the farmer hauled to 
the local mill; and there is a vast difference between the mill of 
to-day and the mill of a few years ago, and there is a \:1st 
difference between the population to which the mill was tribu
tary a few years agt> and the population to which the modern 
mill is tributary. 

Wheat fluctuates from day to day in the markets, but the 
price of the commercial loaf never fluctuates. 

All that fluctuates is the amount of bread in the lonf, and tllat 
iluctuates surreptitiously, and generally fluctuates downward. 

Wheat has fallen ot'f in price since this agreement was pro
mulgated. 

The farmers are thousands of dollars poorer by reason of it, 
but not a loaf has been bought cheaper by reason of it, and not 
fill ounce illls been .added to the loaf. 

lt is unnecessary to follow the course of a bushel of oats or a 
bushel of rye from the field to the consumer, or to follow the 
course of a bushel of barley from the field to the vat of the 
brewer. The general result o! loss to the bi.rmer, no gain to the 
consumer, and :Profit to the middleman is the snme. 

.F.A.r.ll -PllICES A!\D PULLMAY r:incrs. 
Now, I want to tell a little personal experience. I have the 

old farm where I was brought up. You gentlemen of the South 
.call it a plantation. I think more of that old farm than any 
place on earth. I had a law practice when I came to Congress, 
but I have not any left. I have the old farm left. 

:Mr. 1\ffiRDOCK. Good! {Laughter.] 
Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. .And I am going to keep it 

unless the sheriff gets it away from me at the end of some 
of these political campaigns. [Laughter.] Now, a year ago 
last November my tenant came to me and said, "We ha\e some 
potatoes to sell." I said, "What can we g~t for them?" He 
said, "Twenty-six cents a bushel. They have got to be culled 
and selected in order to bring that." He said the local market 
was glutted, but some one was buying for shipment. I said 
"All right, we might as well sell them." The price did not 
really pay for the cost of growing and handling. We got 2G 
cents, less the cost of hauling and handling. 

The next day I took the train to eome to Washington. I 
went into the dining car to get my dinner-you call it dbner 
here, but we call it supper in my country, and I li~e the name 
better. I think it tastes better. 

I ordered a baked potato and a steak. The steak was "$L25 
and I paid 15 cents for that baked potato, more than half of what 
I got for a bushel of my potatoes the day before. [Laughter.] 
These are Pullman prices and they a.re hotel prices, and the 
same difference between the price to the producer and the price 
to the consumer ranges all the way down from porterhouse to 
" chuck steak." 

Let me tell you another thing. On the 1-2th of 1\Iarch I had 
a letter from a constituent in .Allegan County, ~ficb . He said, 
"Just think of it; the Preside.at says prices are high, with 
wheat at 85 cents a bushel, eggs at 14 cents a dozen, and po
tatoes at 25 cents .n. lrnshel, and other commodities in propor
tion." Tbn.t is within 11:i0 miles of Chicago. 

Do you think it is quite fair to assess the men wllo get these 
prices for the benefit of nll the rest of us, my Democratic 
brethren? Do you think you are doing a just and patriotic 
thing? By and by, if you are not careful, it may possibly react 
-0n you. [Laughter on. the Republican side.] 

There arc some people who are never satisfied unless they 
pay more than a thing is worth. They never think they nm 
getting a good thing unless they pay more than it is worth, an'.! 
the dealer always 1.."Ilows his customer and is ready to accom
modate him. [Laughter.] 
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There is another class of sycophants who can not afford it, 
but who are always happy to pay a high price for anything 
they eat or drink or wear, providing they can cat it or drink it 
or wear it in the upper regions of the financially select. 

They are always known, because the dollar always knows its 
kin by instinct, but they would rather be patronized than not to 
be present. 

There is another class, who live in the regions of too much, 
where the Pullman car is a connecting link between establish
ments called homes, where every tick of the clock ticks cost. 

There is another class of loafers, parasites, criminals, and 
others who get rotten before they get ripe. [Laughter.] These 
people do not need our sympathy and are not entitled to it, 
but the people who are working for low wages, and low salaries, 
do need our sympathy, and they ought to have it, and they do 
have it, and the supreme argument for a protective tariff is 
that it does protect American labor from the cheap labor of 
Eu1·ope and the Orient. 

John Mitchell, in his book on Organized Labor, says: 
The .American ·people should not sacrifice the future of the working 

classes in order to improve the condition of the inhabitants of Europe. 

.And he is right Neither should we sacrifice the farming 
classes in order to improve the condition of the inhabitants of 
Canada. The argument is as good for the farmers as it is for 
the laborers. [Applause.] 

THE MOVEMENT FROM COUNTRY TO CITY. 

Why has our population been shifting from the country to 
the city? 

One reason is that people work 16 hours a day on the farm . 
and they work 8 hours in town. Another reason is to earn 
more money. Why, gentlemen, if the farmer is so rich that 
he ought to be assessed for the benefit of the rest of us, why 
have his children left the farm? 

Another reason is that young men and young women are lured 
by the glitter and glare and show of the city, and think they 
will have greater advantages there, but after they get there 
they find the pavements are hard and monotonous, that rents 
are high, that food is high, that most people are rated accord
ing to their bank account, and that it is more· than a hundred 
miles between the fashionable and unfashionable sides of a 
brick wall. [Applause.] 

I was reading a few days ago a report of a commission ap
pointed in the city of New York on Congestion of Population, 
and that commission says that in the Borough of Manhattan
and I hope some Representative from the Borough of 1\fan
hattan is here-there is a block where the density of popula
tion is 1,260 to the acre. 

That means a space 6 feet square-a little bigger than a 
grave-for a human being to eat and sleep and live and die in. 
Piled up there 10 stories high in those tenements whole families 
live sometimes in two rooms and take boarders. 

That is bad for the health of a community, bad for the morals 
of a community. Not only are the tenements in these districts 
crowded, but the streets are crowded. 

In his book on Housing Reform, Mr. Lawrence Veiller shows 
that conditions in New York are without parallel in the civilized 
world, and he says : 

In no other city are there the same appalling conditions with regard 
to lack of light and air in the homes of the poor. 

The death :rate of children ranges from 60 t:o 92 to the thou
sand. This congestion breeds crime and disease and poisons 
the body politic. It causes increasing rents and lower wages. 

One-twentieth of the assessed valuation of the Borough of 
Manhattan is . said to be owned by eight familles, estates, and 
corporations. The commission reports that-

Low wages, high rent, increase of land value, and the ·cost of con
struction and labor all seem to work in a vicious circle, the effect of 
which is indirectly to increase congestion and lower the standards of 
life in the congested districts. 

There are other cities in this country where congestion com
mittees might find conditions to report upon. 

Mr. Chairman, this is going on while in the country outside of 
the smoking, steaming piles of city masonry, where people -are 
stacked up, story above story, there are thousands of acres of 
land where homes of cleanliness and comfort, peace and plenty 
await the industry of intelligent agriculture. Do we need to 
annex Canada? [Applause.] 

The Socialist cnn find no better argument for overturning our 
present social and political system than right here in the con
gested districts of New York. 

But, after all, why destroy the whole system? Why not 
reform New York? 

The question of whether government of the people and by the 
people wilJ be able to continue to govern itself is no longer a 

far-off question, but is here and we are already in the midst 
of it. 

The CHAIR:i\-1A.N. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Ur. DALZELL. l\1r. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 10 

minutes more. 
Mr. HAl\fILTON of l\fichigan. Mr. Chairman, there is some

thing more to be done, gentlemen, than to legislate against 
farmers in the hope that some vestige of what the farmer loses 
may run the gantlet of intermediate greed and reach these 
poor people wl10 live in these congested districts. 

.And one thing t:o be done is to reform your educational sys
tems, so that city boys and girls may be fitted for something 
else than city life. 

Another thing is to stop crowding your factories into your 
city blocks, thereby crowding neighboring tenements with 
laborers who want to be near their work. 

Another thing is to keep tliem nearer the ground, and not to 
herd helpless employees in city lofts without adequate firo 
escapes. Such a condition is only little less than barbarous. 
Every one of these city fl.res emphasizes the fact that by a cer
tain quality of commercial mind commerce is considered of more 
importance than human life. · 

Another thing is in some way to limit the monopoly of land 
holding which enables a few landlords to collect dividends from 
squalor, vice, and misery. 

Tlll!l TESTIJllONY OF TIIE SECTIETARY OF AGRICULTURE. 

But they tell us the farmer is rich and can afford to be 
made an exception of, while trusts are undisturbed. Read Sec
retary Wilson's report for H>lO. He shows you that the 
farmer does not get 50 per cent of the price the consumer pays 
for agricultural products. 

That was before the exigencies of Cabinet service made it 
necessary for him to modify some of the views that he had 
before expressed [applause and laughter on the Republican 
side], and he goes on to say that if the farmer has lately been 
gettipg just a little better price for what he has to sell, it is 
due him for all the years of hardship that he has gone through. 

Some of us who have lived a little closer to the farms than 
some of you city men know something about this, and I say to 
you that I never encountered a public question since I have 
been here that touched my heart and conscience like this ques
tion has, and I would rather go out of Congress than to stand 
for it. [Applause on the Republican side.] But I will not have 
to do it. [Renewed applause.] 

He tells us that down to recent times-
The prices of farm products received by farmers were even less than 

the cost of production and often little, i.f any, above the cost of 
production. 

In commenting upon the recent advance in farm products he 
says: 

That this should have been so was merely It matter of justice to the 
farmer to equalize the reward of his elforts with the rewards received in 
other lines of production. 

After showing that by a careful, scientific, and exhaustive 
investigation he has found that the middleman gets over 50 per 
cent of the price charged the consumer, and in many instances a 
great deal more, be closes this branch of his report with the 
statement that-

From the details that have been presented with rcga1·d to th e in crenRe 
of the prices of farm products between the farmer and consumer the 
conclusion is inevitable that the consumer has no well-grounded com
plaint against the farmer for the price he pays. The farmer supplies 
the capital for production and takes the risk of losses ; his er.ops are 
at the mercy of drought and flood and heat and fros t, to say nothing or 
noxious insects and blighting diseases. He supplies hard, exacting, 
unremitting labor. A degree and range of information and intclll
gence are demanded by agriculture which are hardly equaled in any 
other occupation. 

.AUTOi\IOBILES. 

But some one has heard that out in Kansas some farmers 
own automobiles. . 

Well, one thing is fairly certain, that when a fur.mer owns an 
automobile he has not mortgaged the place to buy it, as many a 
city parvenu has done. · 

In 1908 the correspondent of the New York Post thought it 
was of sufficient importance to telegr~ph the news across the 
continent both ways that a circus was in town and that a 
farmer had been seen following a circus with his family in an 
automobile. · 

Why, gentlemen, it was not many years ago that the farmer 
did not have money enough to buy a ticket to a circus . . It was 
not many years ago that he was selling hogs for $3 a hundred; 
it was not many years ago that he was burning corn for fuel. 
It was not many years ago that he was reading Coin's Financial 
School [laughter] and figuring how he could make 50 cents 
worth of silver legal tender in payment of past-due debts. 
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Now he is considered ·so well off ·that you, my Democratic should longer be separated by any imaginary line. [Applause.] 
brethren, want to assess him for the benefit of the rest of us. Speaking for myself, I can not but think that we should have 
[Apvlause.] absolute free trade between two .such countries the same as 

BAD roLICY. we have it between the sister States of the Union. [Applause.] 
This proposition, in my judgment, is bad industrial policy WILL NOT REDUCE l'RICE OF LAND. 

and bad political policy. It is bad industrial policy because 
it is bad to discriminate among industrial classes. It is bad We find it charged in the inspired farmers' journals-some 
political policy because it introduces this trade agreement into inspired by patriotism and some, I am informed, by cash-that 
an orderly ·course of procedure which was being evolved by this treaty if adopted will reduce the price of land in the 

. the Republican Party to provide for the levying of duties States; but such can not be true from any precedent we have 
which should "equal the difference between the cost of pro- to blaze the way. For as we have seen the golden West set
duction at · hop:J.e and abroad." That policy proposes an upward tled reservation by reservation and State by State, we have 
limit on duties. Why? To prevent domestic monopolies from likewise seen the price of land both in front and behind the 
overeharging domestic consumers. It proposes a downward tide of western empire increase in price fifty, yea, one and two 
limit. Why? To protect American labor from the cheap labor hundred per cent. We find by consulting the statistics on this 
of Europe and the Orient and to maintain the standard of very interesting question that of the occupied land in Canada 
American citizenship. the averaga price per acre is approximately $38 per acre, while 

The first step in that orderly course of procedure was the the average price of the occupied land of the United States is 
creation of a Tariff Board for the scientific ascertainment of but approximately $23 per acre. It has been called to our 
that difference. attention that the price of land in l\Iinnesota, one of our north-

Tlle next step was the report of this ascertainment by the ern border States, and in Manitoba, one of the border pro>incial 
Tariff Board to be used by the Ways and 1\Ieans Committee for States just opposite, was at variance to the amount of $10 per 
checking and comparison of the testimony of interested wit- acre. I am not here to di~pute those figures, but am here to 
nesses. The next step was the framing of such ascertainment dispute the fact that they prove that land is eitller more or 
and testimony into law. The effect of this irrelevant, incon- less valuable in Canada than it is in the United States, for, as 
sistent, and unfair agreement, in my judgment, will be to in- all of us have often observed, prices vary more than that 
definitely postpone the execution of this policy. right in adjoining States, and often without apparent cause. 

Gentlemen, I am in favor of reciprocity, but I want reel- In my own State of Oklahoma, on the Oklahoma side of Red 
procity between the farm and the factory, reciprocity between River the lancl is worth from $20 to $40 per acre, while on 
cotton and corn, reciprocity between the North and the South, the Texas side of the river, in the State of Texas, approxi
reciprocity between the East and tlle West-reciprocity among mately if not quite the same lands can be hn.d for from 
ourscl>es. I do not want reciprocity that will compel the 25 to 50 per ce~t less. It is often caused by press dispatches-
farmer to plant on shares with Canada and market his surplus abnormal and speculative values built up by booms given it 
abroad. [Applause on the Republican side.] by railroad and real-estate promoters. I think it is safe to 

lVIr. UJ\"'DERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 minutes to the say the value of lands in Canada and in the United States of 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr . . FERRIS]. like kind and character are essentially the same in price; so the 

Mr. FERRIS. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, 1 feel somewhat scarecrows erected by the protectionists and high-tariff adher
relud:mt to follow two such distinguished speakers on the ents are again not trustworthy. It at least is no occasion for 
other side, but my diffidence would be more acute if it were alarm and no reason why the treaty which we have before us 
not for ~he fnct that one of them is traveling in one direction should not become a law and thereby reduce the exorbitant bur
and one in the other, both on the same side of the House and of dens of the Payne-Aldrict.i law that was so recently by the 
the same political faith. To my mind, as I have been able to people universally repudiated. 
study this Canadian reciprocity treaty in my primitive way and WILL NOT REDUCE WAGE SCALE, BUT WILL STIMULATE WAGES. 
in my simple way, for I am not a tariff expert, this contract, or .Again it is asserted by the inspired journals and the prc•tec-
corupact, between Canada and this Union of States is nothing tionists that it will destroy our high-wage scale. for the Ameri
more than a sirnple agreement where each makes some conces- can laborer. Again we find that the wage scale in Canada is 
sions and each will receive mutual benefits. I do not claim that essentially the same as in the United States, and, if anything, 
all of tlle adYnntages are on the side of the States, nor do I is a little higher. Instances can be cited where it is higher 
share the belief of the alarmists and the inspired articles-partly in the Stutes, and like instances can be cited where it is 
inspired by patriotism and, I am informed, partly by cash- higher in Canada, usually if not quite always due to the fact 
thnt say this agreement when adopted will heap disaster upon that some local condition is playing an active part rafuer than 
us and play ha ''OC with us all. by reason of any tariff cause, either directly or indirectly. The 

REDUCES 600 SCHEDULES AND INCREASES NO~E. opposition to the pact on this ground is but fue careworn ex
pression or ghost head that the protectionists always drag out 
when they hope to defeat any reduction in the tariff whatever. 
They always call to their assistance the tender sympathies pos
sessed by all for laborer to accomplish their own selfish ends. 

It deals with approximately GOO of the schedules, and every 
one of them arc either reduced to the free list or reduced from the 
Payue-.Aldrich tariff rate and not a single increase of a single 
schedule. This compact or treaty places 41 paragraphs of the 
Payue bill that are now on the dutiable list on the free list 
and makes mark:ed reductions of the present rate on 59 para
graphs. The compact is so arranged that it does not interfere 
with any future arrangement of our tariff lnws, and it is full 
of ~ood, wholesome provisions for our people generally. 

WHO ABE PARTIES TO THIS TREATY, 
Let us pause for a moment and see who the contracting par

ties to this agreement are. On the one hand the United States, 
with her 92,000,000 people, who have increased in population 
in tlle last 10 years 21 per cent, and as the other party to this 
contract we have Canada, with her approximately 7,000,000 
people, who have increased in population in the last 7 years 
apvroximately 33 per cent. 

SOllE GOOD REASOXS WHY TREATY SIIOULD BE ADOPTED. 
Further, we find that along our northern border we join 

Canada for a distance of more than 3,000 miles, and the condi
tions of the peo_ple and the country are not essentially different 
in any respect. 

We find the two people speaking the same language, bound 
together by ties of marriage and blood. We find 600,000 of our 
.Americans residing within their borders, and we find 1,500,000 
of the Canadians residing within the States. We find the two 
peoples carrying on the same business endeavors; we find 
them with the same ·hopes and aspirations; and I can not thinlc 
that two countries where the conditions are so nearly identical 

XLVII--24 

No one on this side of the Chamber would be a party to any 
reduction of the wage scale for the American laborer, for, in 
my judgment, he is not at present being paid too much. [Ap
plause.] No one on this side of the Chamber would be a party 
to the dragging down of labor in any form, for it is the willing 
hands that toil that is the very hope of the Republic and the 
pride of us all. [Applause.] The exception we take is of hav
ing the high protectionists make the laboring men carry the 
load for their high protection schemes when the laboring man 
gets none of the profit or glory. Labor and her · offspring has 
too long borne the brunt of selfish manufacturers, monopolists, 
and trusts, and it should not longer prevail or be allowed to 
endure. 

WILL NOT BE DETllBIENTAL TO FARMERS' INTERESTS. 
It is charged by certain high-tariff oracles by word of mouth 

and in print that the enactment of this pact means the reduc
tion of the American farmer to the very dregs. My reply to 
that charge is that I do not believe it in theory or in fact. I 
came of a race of farmers, and I lo\e as well to-day as then the 
traditions of those industrious, good people, and if I did believe 
it I would fight and vote against it as often as it appeared for 
passage. ' 

Again, it is asserted that it is unfair on its face; that it does 
not porh·ay the first principles of fairness. My answer to this 
is I do not believe it; on the contrary, it seems to me that the 
burdens and Yirtues are quite well distributed between the two 
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countries. It does not in places go as far as I would prefer, known tariff views speak louder of bis real views than any 
but it is a long step in the right direction, and it is my cheerful open declaration he could make. 
prediction that the American people will be glad we gave it to wooD PULr o~ FREE LIST. 
them after they really understand what it does for them. This pact puts on the free list woo<1 pulp and pulp wood from 

TnEATY PLACES LU:ll.BER ON Frum LIST. which print paper is made, of which there was imported into the 
In the treaty the United States gets free rough lumber, and United States from Canada last year in pulp wood $£,389,553, in 

the beneficial results that flow from this provision arc almost cord and wood pulp $3,021,347, to the end that knowledge may 
unnecessary of dilation or explanation. Only last year with a be more cheaply and freely disseminated. It places the father 
sky-high tariff on lumber we imported into the United States in a better position to buy schoolbooks for his children, or will 
from Canada more than the sum of $19,000,000 worth of boards enable him to educate them now, where heretofore he could 
and deals, let alone the $7,000,000 additional for lumber of educate them but partially. It places books and magazines 
other denominations. I a.sk you high protectionists who are within more easy reach of both rich and poor. It is a step in 
opposing this treaty, Will that do tile American home builder of the right direction and well worthy of the efforts sought in 
the broad prairies good or harm? Will that help the courageous bringing it about. 
pioneer to subdue the West? Will it not be beneficial to every NEW ENGLAND PAPER TllU ST PROTEST. 
citizen in all the land sn"Ve the Lumber Trust? I ask you if It is true that we have on our desks of this date and for each 
the Lumber Trust is expected to lend its hearty support to any preceding day since this session began protests fTom the Paper 
treaty which metes out to it tardy justice that has long been Trust of New England, but we must legislate for all ns dis
dclayed by the aid of Representati"Ves who are here in one form tinguished from the few. We must uot maintain monopoly and 
and another chn.mpioning their cause? I ask you if it is any break down competition when the intellectual advancement of 
wonder that we find articles in many of the purchasable papers our people are at stake. We must not sit here and allow the few 
inspired by cash denouncing the pact as unfair and one-sided? New England selfish paper trusts to fatten at the expense of 
It has even been charge<l., and by men of intelligence, that free the many when it strikes at the intelligence an<l the advance
lumber would do no good to the home builder, but these figures ment intellectually of our very Republic. I believe none other 
on a moment's thought belie themselves when we find the than parties directly interested ha"Vc assaulted the wisdom of 
amount of lumber imported from there to build homes with, even the reduction of this schedule. It is so self-evident and so 
though bearing an unconscionable duty, to be more than patent to all that this step should now be taken, and it is but 
$1n,OOO,OOO in a single year. tardy justice to the great press of the country, who have more 

We ha"Ve seen the home builders and the pioneers of the West to do with the molding of public opinion than any other agency 
too long struggling beneath their too heavy load in their efforts within our land to-day. I say it is with delight that this 
to erect a little shelter over their heads. \-Ve ha1e sat here schedule is swept away and is now taking its place on the free 
complacently and seen lumber in 1008 sell at an a.1erage price list. I can not but think the authors of the Payne bill must 
of $11.08 per thousand, and in 1909 we bayc seen the same lum- feel ashamed at their failure to enact it when they were in 
ber sell for an average price of $15.37, and have seen it _go power and the Payne bill became a law at the last Congress. 
up in price each day since that time. We ha·rn seen tile forests It plnyed no small part in their retirement at the polls last year, 
of the country being reduced to underbrush and cut-o-rnr lands. and it will play some part in keeping them retired if they receive 
We ha."Ve seen timber lands all held by a few lumber barons their just rebuke. 
while the American people have gone homeless and roofless. We coTToxsEED OIL o~ TIIE FREE LIST. 
have seen the forests of the country denudecl and macle bare This treaty puts cottonseed oil on the free list, and this can 
with no corresponding good effect to . the people who builcl the not be said to be unfair to the American cotton planter. On the 
homes and carry on civilization. This one provision of the contrary, it is a great help and stimulus to him, for it will open 
treaty will help every home builder in the land. This one pro- a new field and a new market without any competition whatever, 
vision will beget the respect of all the people who arc not finan- for as all are aware cotton is not raised in that latitude. This 
cially interested, and they should not be hearcl to longer defeat will mean much to the cotton section, and the cotton farmer will 
plain competition on a subject so vital to all of our people. hnve gratitude in his heart, for his new and widened market 

nEnuCTro~ ox sIIIXGLEs :imo:u 5o TO so cE:.--rs rEn THousAxD. ruade possible by the enactment of this righteous provision in 
Again, we obsenc that the Payne duty of 50 cents per thou- his behalf. -

sand on shingles has been by this pact reduced to 30 cents. It 
has even b~cn asserted that this provision would not a "Vail the 
home builder anything, but this can not be true, for only last 
year we imported from Canada $1,759,000 worth of shingles 
to cover our very heads from the sunshine o.nd the rain. Shin
gles, in my jud0ment, sliould go on the free list and remain 
there, and if we had Democrats in power at both ends of the 
Capito1, I imagine they would go there; but if we can not get 
what we want, is it not right to do the next best thing and 
take the best reduction we can get with a Republican Presi<lent 
and Republican Senate to deal with? I can not think this 
logic is bad. I bclie"Ve it will be acceptable to the pco_ple of this 
country when they have time to digest and find out the articles 
they have been reading are inspired not alone by patriotism, 
but mostly by high tariff campaign managers and cash. [Ap
plause.] 

REDUCTIO~ OX LATIIS FROM 20 TO 10 CE~TS. 

The Payne rate of duty on laths to use in plastering our 
houses is by this pact reduced from 20 to 10 cents. It cuts the 
rate in half. Some one may say that does not amount to any
thing, but, my friends, it docs, for only last year we imported 
from Canada into our own United States the sum of $1,802,000 
worth of laths. 

n.H!D wrnE o~ FBEE LIST. 
This treaty puts barb wire on the free list. This commodity 

is used extensively for fencing throughout the length and 
breadth of tho country, and our farmers will appreciate this 
duty pro-rision, I um sure. It is tTue that the Steel and Iron 
Trust may not w:mt the change, and we find the gentleman 
from Pittsburg [Ur. DALZELL], in charge of the time, yielding 
it only to Members of this House who are opposed to this bill. 
We challenge not his right, but -we submit it is quite a frank 
thing for him to do to come here on the floor of this House 
and oppose tllis pact on the ground that it is detrimental to 
the farmers. ·we c. n not but wonder if he is not most concerned 
about the farmer that farms the steel mills in the heart of 
Pittsburg. ·His pre~ence in opposition to this bill and his woll-

SALT OX FREE LIST. 

It places salt on the free list. This will help the stock 
rnisers of this country and will be of slight benefit to us all, 
and no one can say it is not in tho interest of the citizens of the 
United States to remove from them the grasp, at least partially, 
of the Salt Trust. 

FISH O~ FREE LIST. 

It puts fish on the free list, and only last year we purchased 
$49,000,000 worth of fish, so this will be of help to us and no 
possible harm to us. It will afforcl a wider market in which to 
secure our fish without the payment of exorbit:int tariff taxes 
added on at the customhouse. 

IlEDUCES TAilIF!i' TAX o~ ALL Kerns OF AOnICULTURAL IllPLEMEXTS. 
It reduces the tariff rates on all kinds of plows, harrows, 

thrashing machines, wagons and buggies, and all kinds of farm
ing implements used on the fasm. These articles should, in my 
judgment, go on tile free list, but remember we have a Repub
lican Senate and a Republican President to deal with, and we 
ha"Vc to take the best we can get until you give us commission 
to legislate for you in both encls of the Cnpitol and at the 
White House. 

WILL NOT AIJ'll'ECT WHE~T GilOWEitS. 

Again we find the inspired by cash and patriotism journals 
and oracles contending that we arc discriminating against the 
.American farmer because we cut the Payne tariff rate on 
wheat from 25 cents per bushel to 12 cents. My answer to 
this charge is that the 25-cent rate nor the 12-cent rate has 
not in the past and will not in the future have anything what
e"Ver to do with the price of wheat in this country or in Canada. 
There is not a country in this world that can compete with us 
in the raising of wheat anyway, and the tariff has been but 
an idle recital on the statute book, without affording the farmer 
one grain of protection in sheaf, at the granary, the ele,·ator, 
or the mill. It is charged that wheat is 10 cents higher on 
our side thn.n on the Canadian side. This is true but partially. 
Both crops arc controlled largely, if not absolutely, by the price 
in Liverpool, and in Eome cases from local conditions, usually 
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transportation facilities, there are variances of 10 or more 
cents per bushel. It is, however, true that wheat in Winnipeg 
is bigber than in the States for more than one-third of the 
year. I submit the prices of wheat often vary this much 
within a single State, and the figures do not prove that gen
erally such is tlle case, and the safe prediction to make is that, 
the conditions being pr_acticnlly the same, the price of the land 
and labor being practically the same, both crops being con
trolled by the Liverpool market, the prices are not essentially 
different. This, of course, is not a universal rule, for local 
conditions vary the prices; also, corners or hoarding often
times are causes for whent going up or down suddenly. 

To the end that we may not be mistaken about the matter, 
let us consult the statistics to ascertain just how much wheat 
we sent to Canada last year. In 1910 we sent to Canada to 
get the benefit of the outrageously low price referred. to by 
those opposing this pact 2,111,370 bushels of wheat; and how 
interesting it is to observe that only 135,441 bushels of wheat 
came from Canada to get the benefit of our high prices, 
asserted to be caused by our tariff on wheat of 25 cents per 
bushel l The charge of the high-protection advocate will an
swer itself when these figures are analyzed. How refreshing it 
must be to the .American farmer to know that he is no longer 
to be the cat's-paw that is to shield the greedy manufacturer 
while he grows rich from legislation and pleads for the farmer 
to stand by him because there has appeared on the statute book 
nn idle recital of 25 cents a bushel on wheat! Such a proceed
ing is merely the selling to the farmers razors that will not 
shave. It is merely deceiving to get the farmer's help to fur
ther deceive the poor consumer of this country, who has hunger 
gnawing at his very stomach and whose poor cupboard is bare. 
[.Applause.] 

I tell you, sir, I rejoice to see this mask torn from their in
sincere faces and let the .American producer and consumer 
come into his own. I am proud that the .American farmer 
is one who neither needs nor asks protection. Ile merely 
asks honest, open, frank treatment. He merely asks honest, 
frank government, economically administered, where every man 
stands equal before the law. Ile merely asks fair treatment 
and no more, and asks no more idle recitals which are only 
intended to decei"re, with no corresponding advantage to him. 
[.Applause.] 

COitN SCIIEDULE-EXAMINE IT CLOSELY. 

High protectionists who are trying to beat this ,pact by means 
fair or foul have even gone so far as to assert that when this 
bill becomes. a law that it will reduce the corn growers to pov
erty and bring want and disaster to their very door. 

Pause for a moment and let us ascertain to what extent 
this charge is true. Last year the United States produced 
3,125,713,000 bushels of corn, of which we exported 44,072,209 
bushels to Canada. Canada last year produced only 18,726 
bushels, of which 5,881 was imported into this country from 
Canada. Can there be a man so ignorant or unfair as to claim 
that Canada is any competitor for us in corn? Can there be a 
man so unfair of mind or thought that would teach or try to 
teach the .American farmer that the 1'5 cents per bushel pro
vided for by the Payne bill has had in the past or ever will 
have in the future anything to do with the price of corn? I 
tell you, sir, this tariff for the farmer has been and is now a 
delusion and a snare merely to blind his honest and unsuspect
ing eyes to the end that they may exploit him and the con
sumer · at the same time. Is there a farmer in all the land out
side of the city of Pittsburg who fears that the reduction of the 
duty on corn will affect his future endeavors at raising corn? 
The question but answers itself, and it is but an humble ex
ample of the viciousness and deception of the Payne bill from 
b'.'ginning to the very end. Is it any wonder that they, the 
Republican Party that tried to father it, were retired lµ.st year? 
Is it not within the realm of respectable prophecy that it will 
be some time before such an unfair party will be restored to 
power? 

VEGETADLF.S ON FllEE LIST WILu IlELP oun PRODUCERS. 

Enemies of the pact, some inspired by patriotism, some by 
greed, and some by cash, assert that it puts the vegetables on 
the free list and thereby is a stroke at the farmer. .Again we 
may answer the charge that it is unfair to. our people by ob
serving that we exported to Canada last year in vegetables 
$8G5,563, while Canada sent us from their borders but $682,455, 
and the tariff was higher in Canada than in this country. So 

· u can readily be observed that to sweep away the duty on vege
tables or to reduce it to any marked degree would be beneficial 
to our people rather than detrimental. It would be a widening 
of our market for the producer without any serious competition 
from them, for if we exceeded them in exports last year with 

the unfavorable tariff rates against us we can surely compete 
with them when placed on an equality with them, as per the 
terms of this pact. 

HIGH-TARIFF MEN ALWAYS FIGHT RECIPROCITY AND PitOPHESY DIRE 
RESULTS. 

It is not unusual or without precedent to find high-tariff ad>o
cates denouncing reciprocity treaties. The same dire predic
tions were made when we entered into reciprocal rela.tions with 
Hawaii, Cuba, Porto Rico, and the Philippines. Still, in each 
case we have seen great prosperity and improved conditions 
spring from them to both countries engaging in them. So emi
nently true is this statement with reference to Hawaii that 
under its beneficent terms she became a part of us. Since that 
era of great denunciation of this pact ·during the McKinley ad
ministration our trade with that country bas increased more 
than fifteen-fold. ' 

Again, we observe that . we have reciprocal trade relations 
with the Philippines, which have a greater population than 
Canada, and our trade has increased by leaps and bounds, until 
it has reached the incredible amount of more than 70 per cent 
in a siogle year. Upon entering the identical relations with 
these countries the same hue and cry went up that cheap labor 
and cheap land and other unworthy conditions would glut 
our markets and destroy the Republic, but none of their weird 
prophecies have come true, and I feel that their diro prophe
cies of to-day will be forgotten on the coming morrow as the 
stream of prosperity and wholesome results spring from a pact 
so full of good things and so evenly divided behYeen the two 
contracting parties. 

RECIPROCITY A REAL REVISIO:N" OF PAYNE LAW. 

I am for the treaty, for it grants the first affirmative relief 
from the vicious and unconscionable duties of the Payne-Aldrich 
tariff bill. This is the first chance to take a step in the right 
direction, in partially, at least, undoing what the Payne bill . 
did. The Republican Party two years ago promised revision 
and gave it not. They were at the ballot box justly relieved 
from power, because they did not keep the faith. We were 
sent here because we were expected to keep the faith. This 
pact is a reduction of the tariff, and a marked one at that, and 
let none be deceived or fail to keep the faith by whim, selfish
ness, or caprice. 

PARTY PLATFORM FOR FREE LUJIIBER. 

Let no Democrats return to their people and say they voted 
against free lumber, when our party platform bears a solemn 
command so to do! Let no Democrat return to his people with 
quibbling excuses that he voted "no" for this reason and for 
that, when practically every implement the farmer uses ls re
duced in tariff taxes and not a single one increased! Let no 
Democrat return to his people and be forced to admit that he 
voted against the removal of the tariff on cotton-seed oil, barb 
wire, and sewing machines. Let no Democrat return to his 
people and answer that he voted against this pact for some 
trivial reason, when it reduces the tariff on 600 items of the 
Payne bill and does not raise a single item. 

OUR DUTY TO KEEP THE FAITH. 

The .A.rrierican people sent us here to keep the faith, and we 
ought to do it. The man that falls without the breastworks 
will be caught in the same net as the Republicans were when 
they failed to revise the tariff an<l keep the faith. 

The gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. HILL] in a speech some 
time ago said he was for this pact because it was not a revision 
of the tariff at all. My friends, I am for it because, in my judg
ment, it is a marked revision and accomplishes a great deal 
strictly along Democratic lines. I rejoice that both he and I 
arrive at the same goal though we travel entirely different 
paths. Our faces are both toward Democracy and the light 
of day, and when the final vote is cast it will be two votes to 
reduce the tariff from whatsoever ca use we may elect to cast 
them. [.Applause . .] 

PRESIDENT TAFT ENTITLED TO NO EULOGY. 

Some are disposed to eulogize the President for his great 
foresight and broad statesmanship in bringing on this pact. 
I can not with consistence or sense accord him so generous a 
treatment. For, as we will recall, be signed the Payne bill 
after banqueting the hosts that made it repeatedly and thereby 
helped to perpetrate the fraud, and then, in an effort to con
ceal the wrong, asserted in his Winona speech, and in other 
speeches as wen, that it was the best tariff law ever written. 

.After swift and effectual repudiation came from the people of 
every crossroads in all the land, he then sought the nearest 
route for the band wagon and mounted himself in the front 
seat and said, " Come on, Democrats; Betty and I killed the 
bear." But we of the Democratic faith who believe in lowering 
the tariff must not be shortsighted in such matters, for the 
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American people are farseeing people ancl Imow his c>0ry po
litical prank and ours us well. His political somersaults will 
not justify f::l..ltering on our part. It shoulll but serve us to 
heed the pitfalls nnd amid t:lle embarrassment. If anyone mny 
be said to really be playing the generous role to-day it is the 
Democratic Party. The Democrats passed reciprocity Inst ses
sion, and they will puss it again this session. We find his high
tariff lenders all against it, and we find our party keeping the 
faith and championing it. 
SWEEP .A.SIDE F.EA.RS AXD FOP.EBODISOS OF D.u\CJ::n .crn KEEP THE F.UTII. 

It will not hurt the farmers. The expansion of t-rade will do · 
them good. No nation can compete with our prodnc.ers. Labor 
will not be dnmaged, but benefited, by the new fields of ernleaTor 
that this closer relation witlt our neighbor will bring. 

Pass this bill and release the farmer frorri bondage, where he 
has been held by the high pro ectionists as a buffer to pull 
through their unholy schemes of high protection and robber 
tariffs. · 

Do not longer let the greedy monopolist pick the threadbare 
pockets of the needy behind tariff walls that are unconscionable, 
outrageous, und unjust. 
· I tell you, sir, the American farmer neither needs nor asks 
protecticn and special laws for his benefit. He occupies the 
happy station of being able to say, "We can meet any competi
tion that comes. and we welcome it" His indu.stry, energy, 
thrift, skill, and intelligence will more than cope with all who 
mny come or go. 

The passage of this treaty with Canada is a step toward the 
goal of a revenue tariff with all the countries of the world and 
free trade with Canada. By T"oting for this bill we have our 
faces toward the light of clay. We are but keeping abreast of 
the changing conditions and the advancing ,times. 
. We were sent here to keep the faith, and we must keep it. 
The Republic.ans failed to keep the faith in making the Payne 
bill, and how swift their just rebuke! Their fate is but the 
common fate of all, for in each life some rain must full. This 
treaty reduces the tariff on 600 items and does not increase a 
.single one. I say it is the duty of e-.ery Democrat to keep the 
faith and vote for it. 

The rarnges of hunger and gnawing of stomachs among our 
citizenship dulls the patriotism of strong men. Bare cupboards 
poverty, anc.1 pain turn the hands on the dial of this Republi~ 
backward rather than forward, and God forbid that this be 
·done now or in the future. Suffering and pain breed socialism, 
anarchy, and pain. Let us pass tllis bill and secure what good 
there is in it, and let us pass more tariff bills and make greater 
reductions when and where needed. 

Let the high-mriff Ilepublicruis and a few misguided insur
gents walk hand in hand in error, but let us of the Democratic 
faith ke.ep the everlasting faith. [.Applause.] · 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts that I want to yield for 
se,-e:;.-al short speeches on this side at this time. I now yie1u 
to the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KoNOP] . 

l\Ir. KONOP. Mr. Chairman, I am a new Member here and do 
not want to take much valuable time from the older Members in 
the discussion of this important measure. I come from the 
great Republican State of Wisconsin. I come from a State that 
I think, has been largely_ Ilepublican in name but not Rcpublica~ 
in principle. [Applause on the Democratic side.] I come from 
the great State of Wisconsin, which 1s strongly Republican; 
but ns long as I have taken any interest in political affairs I 
ha'"e always stood for and belie>ed in the principles of the 
Democratic Party, and I believe in those principles now. [Ap
plause on the Democratic side.] And more so, Mr. Chairman, 
do I believe in the principles that I have so long fought for 
ancl sought for now, because what occurred last Thursda·y and 
Friday proves to me conclusively that the principles of the 
Democratic Party are right. [Applause on the Democratic 
side.] Why, gcntleml'n, I remember the time when the principle 
of electing Unitecl States Senators by the people was first pro
posed it was denounced by the Republicans as socialism. I 
also remember the time when the Democrats proposed to have 
imblicn.tion of campaign contributions before election instead 
of after election, so that the American people mJg:ht know where 
~he money comes from that pollutes the American electorate 
anc.l then the Repnblicans said "Let us publish contribution~ 
after the election." 

This bill that was passed for the publiC!ltion of campaign con
tributions, .to my mincl, does not go fur enough. I believe the 
American people will in the near future clemand that a limita
tion .be placed on the expenditure of money for campaign pur
poses, so thnt any man, be he rich or poor, may run for auy 
office in the gift of the A..l?erican p_cople. [Applause.] 

This Canadian reciprocity to my mind is a Democratic prooo
sition. I ca.n not understand . how any Democrat on tllis side 
of the House can go back bof.ore his constituents and say that 
he is a Dem~rat if he votes against tllis proposition. I havo 
always believed in the principle of a tariff-for-re enue only 
and I believe in it now. [.Applause on the Democratic side.] ' 

nut, gentlemen, my colleague from Wisconsin [l\fr. LENnoOT], 
yesterday said that this Canadian pact was discriminatory 
against the farmer. It is discriminatory, but I ask the same 
gentleman if every protective-tariff bill enacted by any Con
gress has not been discrimlnatory and cla.ss legislation? [.Ap
plause on the Democratic side.] Just as you begiu to tear down 
the fariff wall, the highly protective tariff 'vall, you must 
commence being discriminatory step by step until you rc<lncc 
the tariff down to a revenue basis. [Applause.] 

It is discriminatory, but if the gentlemen on tlle otller side 
who are opposed to this pact love the American fnrmer so 
mucb, we will give tllem an opportunity to love him hn.rd, to 
lo>e and kiss and hug him before we get done. (AppL'luse on 
the Democrn tic side.] 

There have been diff'eront arguments advanced in the dis
cussion of this. Canadian reciprocity pact, and one of these ma.in· 
taincd by some gentlemen 011 this side is, that it will not reduce 
the price of grain I.mt will reduce the cost of living. Il!y col
ieugue from Wisconsin maintains the contrary. He sars that 
it will reduce the price of grain and not reduce the cost of 
living. I believe, Ur. Chairman, in taking the bull l.>y the 
horns. I have been born and brought up on n farm. I have 
worked on a farm and I know the hardships of a farm.er, and I 
believe in being fair and honest with him an<l tell llim the 
truth. _ 

It seems to me that those arguments arc absolutely incon• 
sistent, and you can not Teeoncile tltem. If this Canadian pact 
is going to r educe the price of farm products, it will ueces· 
sarily reduce the· cost of living; un<l, vice versa, the contrary 
is true. · Now, then, what is the use of quibbling, :figuring in a 
few cents here ·an<l n few cents there? Suppos-e tllat this pact · 
should reduce the price of wheat, and suppose it should re
duce by a few cents the price of other farm proclucts that go 
to make up the proTI.sions of · the people, yet I believe that in 
this pact there is enough that the farmer will gain by reduc
tions of the tariff on other tllin~s tlrnt he has to buy, so tlµ:tt 
lle n-ill be fully recompenseil. We lln-re been di~lydallying and 
quibbling oTcr a few , cents here and n few cents there; but, 
gentlemen, what of those men who labor in the city, in the 
mill, and in the factories, men wllo have been begging _and 
praying for more foocl? What of their appeal for bread? 'Go 
to the home of some · ourt laborers in our cities. Go to tllat 
lowly llovel wbero poverty, grim and : relentless, stands on the 
threshold. Look at the Jenn and hungry look of mother and 
children, and ask the farmer if he will deny more bread. I 
know the American fai·mer. I know bis sympathetic uud pa
triotic henrt; it beats in unison with his coworker in the city. 
It is not n. matter of dollars and cents, but it is a matter ot 
~ustice and right between man and mun. My friends, if thi.S 
Canadian pact is going to partly reduce the cost of living for 
those people, I am in fayor of it, because I hope to God tlrnt in 
this great countr y of OUTS no American citizen need deny Mm~ 
self the three essentials of life-'-food, shelter, and clothing. 
[Appla.use on the Democratic side.] 
· Mr. Chairman, I come from a farming community, nnd I 
want to say right here that I also come from n paper-manufac~ 
turing community. I come from a community that ·has 17 or 
18 paper mills and pulp mills; and yet, my friends, I believe 
that if I vote for this pact I will benefit this country at large, 
and I would not be selfish and come here and vote against it 
when it will be a benefit to the country at large simply for 
the sake of benefiting the paper mills in my district. [Ap
plause on the Democratic side.) 

I was elected in a Republican district, a Republican district 
that cast 5,000 majority for the Ilepublicun candidate for gov
ernor. I had the courage to put in my platform a declaration 
in favor of free paper, free pulp wood, and free pulp; and yet 
I was elected in n. paper-mm district. [Applause on the Demo
cratic side.] 

I can not and wlll not violate that pledge now. I lHttl a 
meBting, before I came to this session of Congress with sev
eral paper-mill men in my district, an<l they told me that they 
wanted to be fair, and I believe that they are fair. Some here 
lH1ve attacked the Paper Trust, but I want to say thnt the 
paper manufacturers in my district arc not unreasonable, and 
they were :fn ir in their demands. They ~aid ·:· ' 

We a.re in favor of having absolute free trade In paper, pulp "\Tood 
and pulp between Canada and the United States ; we are able to com~ 
Qete wHh all t~e world. We want absolute froo trade with Canada, 
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and if· Cmiad.a would remove her- restrictions on the c:xportntion of 
pulp woad. from Crown lands, we would . be in favor of this Canadian 
po.ct. 

In looking over the hearings before the Committee_ un Finance 
of. the United Stutes Senate I run across some statements made 
oy a paper manufacturer of my own Sta.to, l\!r. John Strange, a 
man known in political circles, a former lieutenant governor 
ot our State, and a par:>ei: munufa..cturer. Before that committee 
lie made this statement: 

The error which bas lodged· in the public mind. concerning the need 
or Canadian wood because of a possible depletion of our forests has 
l:leen tlie predominant reason for demanding a. concession in favor of 
Canada. I say, gentlemen:, without fear of. successful contradiction, 
that . we do not now need, nor have we evei:: needed, nor will we ever 
need, Canadian spruce or other paper wood, any more. than we will 
need Cnnadlnn cucumbers or dandelions. 

That is the statement of a paper manufacturer who claims 
that we have enough. pulp wood: in our own country never to 
need the yulp- wood o:f Canada. . Further. on, on page 7 of this 
document, he goes on and .says:.. 

The Menominee Indian Reservation, . over which.. so much contention 
lia~ been had with reference to the wisdom. of manufacturing under 
the direction of the Government and · employing- the .. Indiamr, contains 
approximately 3,000,000,000 feet of virgin· timber;· and grows· enough 
wood to supnly all of. the fiber needed for nll of the ptint mills in Wis• 
consln. As far· as the Indian Interests are concerned, it would be a 
matter of good publlc policy to create -a large -pulp plant there to util
ize that which is gain~ to waste in connection. with a . sa.wmill. The 
Menominee Reservation is quite sufficient to grow at least .500 cords at 
wood. per day. 

l'i!ibnesota. owns enough timber to supply the needs of · nll. of" the 
mills in Wisconsin and:. Minnesota. The. increase will do that, fostered 
by the State, forester. Wisconsin hns taken steps. to purc.hase a . million 
acres of: old cut-over lands and others ; ancf oy refor.esting those 
lands a supply· largely in excess of ttie consumption of the mllls of 
Wiscons1n.. would be provided! Michigan is . acquiring title to from 
two to three million acr.es. Without any great_ effort upon the · 11art. of 
tlie three States. I have named, 20 years· hence they will hnve an abun.. 
dant supply- or forests, more' than adequate to· furnish au the lumber. 
and paper products that the trade will demand. 

This is a statement from :r paper-mill man ot the State of 
Wisconsin. He says there is enough pulp wood for the mamr
facturer- Of Wisconsin, and I SUPIJOse the same f.act is- true more 
or less- in New York ancl New England. On page 9- of-the: srune 
document n.ppears the following: statement ot Mr. Strange:· 

I can- rrot comprehend, gentlemen, bow ' an, error of this. extent_ ever 
got into the publiC'" mind. r have stood single-handedly against' all the 
gaper manufacturers from... tlie time· this agitation:. started.. I said, 
"Argue this proposition solely upon the- ground of free trade or.· protec
tion. as a: fundamental policy. The supply of. Umber ls so superfluous 
In this diS<:"Ussion that it ougl1t not to enter Into It." I can point· you 
to where we ha:ve four times as much growing timber as-we can.possibly 
consume, without any thought! of. preservation or protection. 

Now; I want to say r.ight here; , I: hoped and. wisiied that this 
agreement would ha:ve provided for aflsoluto free trade, ancl. it 
would have provided for absolute free trnde if Cnnada would 
have consented to it. But, my friends, r. believe it is a step in 
the right direction. 'l111ff gentleman from Michigan [1\fr. H.urn:;
TON] quoted slightingly the expression, " equal rights to all' and 
special privileges to none." That doctrine is a Democratic 
doctrine.; it is a Democratic axiom; and let us apply-it to, every 
men.sure that this House will enact~ Equar riglits to all and 
special privileges to none is: an axiom that need: not orriy be 
applied to tariff' legislation but to all other legislation• enacted 
by every legislative body in every country of the world. [Loud 
applause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. L would- like to sn.y to• the= gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. that I have mo- short speeches on this side, 
and I would desire to yield to tib.ose gentlemen. 

Mr. DALZELL. The gentleman lias used about an hour· and 
twenty minutes on his side, and I would now be glad to yield 
some time. How much time would the gentleman desire to 
yield now.? 

l\fr. UNDERWOOD. I desire to yielcf 45 minutes, and then 
I. will yield back to the gentleman's side of the- House. I desire 
to yield to two gentlemen. 

Mr. DALZELL. Very well. 
1\1r. UNDERWOOD. I yield 30 mihutes to the gentleman 

fl:om. New York [l\fr. GEORGE]. 
Mr. GEORGE. Mr. Chairman, mihdfuI of the custom of this 

H:ousc to regard a new Member a& a political accident, I rise 
with humility to address myself to the question of Cnnaclin.n 
reciprocity. 

In coming here, I came· with a manclatc of a great constitu
ency to help reduce the high cost of living, and I regard this 
bill ns the first step in that direction. r came here, l\Ir. Chair
man, from n district normally- Republican. I came here as a 
Democrat, but elected, or helped in the election, by, I compute, 
10,000 Republican Yotes, so that I may be regnrcled as a kind of 
eclectic in politics. 

The question is, What Jul& the tariff to do with the high cost 
of living? Out of the mouths of the fathers of' Republicanism 

r think we can answer, for, ifT remember correctly, .JUr. Blaine; 
1\I'r. Sherman, arnl Ur. Garfield nrocli:timecI themselres protec
tionists, but protectionists wiio believed in a protection that 
should lend to free trade. Their argument was simple. They 
asked for a tariff against things frorrl witliout- in order to in
duce production within. They argued that cutting off competi
tion from without would enabJe home producers to charge 
more within; tliat these increased prices would induce competi
tion among producers within this country; that this competition 
among domestic producers would reduce domestic prices-; an<l 
that ultimately these · domestic prices would fall so :far: that 
they would be no higher than foreign prices, and that then 
this country could throw down the tariff waU and proclaim 
free trade with all the world. 

Now, 1\Ir. Cliairman, what has been the course of things? 
It has- been just this, that we ha ye piled up a tariff which· brrs 
increased nrices in the United Stutes. Concurrently with that 
llas-come tlie formation of combinations within our country for 
controlling production here and keeping prices up, and even dri>
ing them higher. So that, instead' of leading to reduced prices 
and free-· trade, the tariff: policy has been accompanied by tr_ust 
and other monopoly combinations and to higher prices. 

'llhercfore, carrying the mandate of my constituency, I rlSe 
here- to support this Canadian reciprocity· bill witli a view of 
breaking down. some o"!:' these combinations· and reducing prices
oy letting ih competition: from outside. 

I have been in Canada quite · recently. How·are these Cana
dian pe.ople different :fl."om usr I should say that there is llttre 
or · no d1 tl'erence. r found· that orr getting close t<T the Canadian 
line Canadian money mingled· with our own currency. I found 
nfter I got over the line · that our currency mingled with the 
Canacliarr currency; that Canadian· and· United States money 
fteely passed" and without distinction among Americans ancl 
Canadians. r found that' I' could go into a Canadian post 
office and with United States money: buy Caruulian sta.ml]S. I· 
round that the people on both sides of the line irrterclia.nge 
newspapers, and that the· whole current of- lifu is concurrent;
that the people north of us were practically of us; that· the 
one· thing that separates us is- file humbug ta.riff. [AIJpl:ruse 
on the Democra:tic side.r We need no protection of forts or 
arms on either-side of the line. We need nothing to make.. us one 
people snve·fue opportunity to exchangfffreely-that same rela
tion that exists between State and State. Therefore I hn."'rn 
great joy-in supporting· this reciprocity bill. 

In fllct, Mr; Cha:irman, I mysolf stand· uporr tliis side of the 
House of Representatives· in what is perhaps a peculiai: relation. 
I look not only for the time, and I hope it may- come speedily, 
when there sllall be no tariff whatsoever north of us; but I 
look to see no tariff south of- us, no tariff east- of us, no ta.riff 
west of us; but perfect freedom of trade with all tl1e world. 
[AppUtuse.J 

I am the type ot American that is · not afraid to s:ry he is 
an absolute free trader. I was- so elected, and so Iong:- as I live 
r shall procln.im that truth as I see it. r stand· with the Demo
cratic Party now, not because I. believe that_ the Democratic 
Party believes as t do, or, at least, declares as I do, but because 
it-is, at least, moving in that direction. r nm glad to be of the 
party that has its face toward the light. 

I heard· the gentleman from Micliigan [l\1r; FORDNEYJ talk 
yesterday on this floor rrbout cotton. He tnlked of the nathetic 
condition to which Americn.n labor would be reduced from any 
breaking down· of the tariff' walls with a people cast of us or 
west of us. He· talked about Japanese labor and Japanese cot
ton mills. Let me tell you that I have been in these J'ananese · 
cotton mills; that r visited the cotton mills of Osaka; that I 
have seen American· machinery. in. their mills, nnd German ma
chinery, and English machinery, and Japanese machinery; that 
I have seen the opera.ti-res working at these machines: I haye 
yeri.fied the fact that American- laborer:s in similar occupations 
are paid very mucl1 higher wages than the Japanese l:rborers. 
That would seem to be- as fn.i.: as we need go. It is as far as 
we arc carried, at least, by the gentlemen. on the other side of 
the Chamber. But let me exnlain this, 1\Ir. Chairman: Gentle
men on the other side of the Chamber who produce these facts 
fail to produce another most important fact that should ac
company them, namely, , the fact that relates to the productive 
power of the respective laborers in the two counti·ies. I found 
.on my Yisit to the Osaka mills that while precisely the snme 
machinery is used in both countries-the same machinery in 
Osaka as that used irr the Carolina mills, for instance-and 
that while wages in the Jan:mese mills were one-fourth the 
rate of those paid in the Carolina mills, the productive capacity 
of labor in Japan was but one-fourth ofl that in the Carolinas. 

From this fact and facts. like . it I base the declaration that, 
while we pay higher·wages in this-country, we are preeminently 
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the machine-making and machine-using people of the world. 
Because of this our laborer produces, dollar for dollar, more 
than the laborer anywhere else in the world. I assert, and I 
am ready to prove, that our people, because of their high wages, 
are not at a disadvantage in production. They are, on the con
trar~, at a distinct advantage. Becauso we have higher wages 
in tliis country we hase the most productive Jabor in the world. 
We produ~e more machines, we get more from them, because we 
use intelligence with our labor, because we mix brain power 
with manual power. We have the greatest natural resources in 
the world and the labor that produces cheapest; and hence we 
can, if we have absolute freedom of exchange, become the 
greatest producer in the world. 

My colleagues here on this Democratic side, be not afraid. 
Courage is what our people want now. They will vote for 
men, they will support parties that have courage. It is what 
we most need in this time of our history. 

For the high cost of living is the greatest of all questions 
just now. I come from the part of the country that most needs 
a reduction in the cost of living. New York City is the greatest, 
the richest, the grandest of all our cities, and yet side by side 
with these riches is revealed the gauntest poverty. One of the 
gentlemen on the other side just a few minutes ago spoke of 
this. He referred to our towering buildings. We are about to 
put up a W-story building. But we have buildings with several 
subcellars. Yet we have conditiom1 there that, alas, beat the 
world for degredation of mankind. Nowhere is population so 
congested. We have village populations in square blocks. We 
have in two contiguous square blocks enough children to fill a 
whole public school, and that school is made to accommodate 
2,500 children. We bury 10 per cent of our people in potter's 
field at public expense. We have conditions that were never 
seen in any civilization of the world. God knows that this 
question of the cost of living is the direst one that can come 
before a large part of our people. Then, what shall we do 
about this tariff? I am here to work for a reduction of it. 
Let it be ever so little as a start, I will work for that. I will 
patiently sene for that. 

But I hope, Mr. Chairman, that this is but the beginning. 
My hope is and my feeling is that it is but the beginning. My 
hope for years has been that once we would raise the tnriff 
issue the whole sham and swindle of it would come tumbling 
down. 

We have the greatest natural resources in the world. We 
have the most wonderful and potent mingling of bloods. We 
have the largest homogeneous population. We have the great
est possibilities in production. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I take great pleasure iri supporting 
th~s bill. Though I be the only man in this House to stand as 
a free trader, I do so here, because I believe that before a great 
while the predominant political issue in this country is going to 
be the straight-out issue, not of percentages, not as to a little 
tariff reduction here and a little tariff increasing there, but as 
between the principle of protection on the one hand and of free 
trade on the other. I long to see that kind of freedom of com
merce that will knit together the nations of the earth; that will 
lead us to perceive the folly of great war navies and the wiisdom 
rather of sinking such navies in the bottom of the sea, and of 
binding ourselves to the other bodies o{ mankind by bonds of 
trade. A free commerce will bind us closer than all the treaties 
in this world. Then will not rise a question of what the 
Japanese are going to do to us or what the Germans are going 
to do to us, of what the English are going to do to us. -u will 
be a question of better, larger, wider production and exchange. 
It will build up our factories as nothing else will build them. 
It will make real progress in the conditions of labor, as against 
warfare and increasing hardships under the false system of 
protection. It will mean a prosperity that this country has 
never before seen. It will mean freedom, the heritage of our 
Nation, and it will lead to another great step forward in the 
great cause of progress. Mr. Chairman, I yield back any time 
I have not used. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. l\lr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. GREGG]. 

The CHAIRl\fAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania is 
recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. GREGG of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, it may be of 
interest to the gentlemen in this Chamber, in view of the posi
tion which I take in regard to reciprocity, to inform you that 
the district I represent is probably one of the most important 
in the United States. It is known as the twenty-second congres
sional district of Pennsylvania, and is composed of the counties 
of Butler and Westmoreland. Uy home county, Westmoreland, 
is bounded on the west by the district wliich the learned and 
distinguished gentleman from Pennsylrnnia [Mr. DALZELL] has 

the honor to r,epresent. It contains-as a matter of fact; is 
the second in point of production of bituminous coal in the 
State of Pennsylvania, its coal fie.Ids producing what is known 
as the great Connellsville coking coal, the Greensburg steam 
coal, and the Irwin gas coal, which latter is known to most 
people who live in the cities of Philadelphia and New York 
for the reasen that it is used exclusively as a gas coal. Within 
the confines of my district there are also several large plants 
of the United States Steel Co. Within the confines of that dis
trict there is located also one of the largest plants of the Ameri
can Window Glass Co., besides pr6bably the largest tin-plate 
factory in the United States and one of the largest aluminum 
factories in the United States and a large wire factory. In 
Butler County there is located what is known as the Standard 
Steel Car Co., and, in addition, probably one of the greatest oil
producing ·territories in the North-what is known as the Butler 
field. Moreover, it is a distinctly agricultural district, probably 
more than one-third of its inhabitants being engaged in the 
honorable, honest, and staid pursuit of farming, and every
where is seen the fructifying results of honest toil. Conse
quently you see that probably, from a political standpoint, I 
should be a protectionist and should be opposed to the ques
tion of Canadian reciprocity. But I desire to say here that, 
although I represent a district having over 310,000 inhabitants, 
I have not heard one single word of protest from the many 
interests which I represent. · 

To my mind, this bill should be passed, first, because of the 
natural conditions. There is no more reason for a tariff wall 
betwee.n Canada and the United States than there should be 
between the States lyin~ east of the Mississippi and the States 
lying west of the Mississippi. It is an economic problem, not 
a political one. It is a problem which, to my mind, appeals to 
the broad statesmanship of every individual Member of this 
House. 

Mr. James J. Hill, in an address which he delivered in Chi
cago on the 15th of February, said: 

The proposed reciprocity agreement is-an 'example of constructive 
statesmanship. In contrast to many of the matters that come before 
Congress, it is fashioned to large national ends, and it is inspired by a 
policy which the greatest minds of the country have approved. 

The proposed agreement is only the embodied voice of a mutually 
beneficial trade intercourse demanding its rightful freedom. 

The same people, the same climate, and the same natural 
conditions exist in Canada as exist in our own country. They 
speak our language; we theirs. The children of the Canadians 
are taught the same three "R's" that we learned in our boy
hood. They have the same civilization, a civilization that was 
made possible when the courageous Bouquet and his brave com
rades drove Pontiac and his warriors from the wilderness of 
western Pennsylvania. 

Secondly, we have precedent in supporting this bill, because, 
as has been said here in this House, in 1854 there was enacted 
a. bill which to a very large extent was the same as this one and 
known as the Elgin treaty. This reciprocal arrangement, which 
proved very ad>antageous to the people of the United States, 
was abrogated in 1866 by reason of political differences between 
Canada and the United States, growing out of the Civil War. 

Turnin~, then, to the other side of this question, I think I am 
justified in saying that the opposition to this treaty comes prin
cipally, first, f1:om the lumber interests, which have been lib
erally treated. by the Payne-Aldrich bill, and whose chief busi
ness seems to be an endeavor to corner all the timber and lumber 
in our country and increase the cost of the building of an 
American home; second, from the paper combination, which 
has been once, and recently, dissolved by a Federal court; 
third, from Uiose who desire to arouse public sentiment 
among the farmers of this country in order that they themselves 
may benefit politically by it. Therefore I say that the opposi
tion to this bill comes largely-in fact, almost exclusively-from 
those who hn.ve selfish motives. 

It is conceded, I believe, that the oflicial statistics show that 
trade is in our favor. I refer now to a. document issued by the 
gentleman from Missouri [l\1r. SHACKLEFORD], taken from sta
tistics furnished by the various departments of this Govern
ment, and which I ask unanimous consent to .Print as a part of 
my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. · The gentleman asks unanimous consent to 
extend his remarks. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
The letter referred to is as follows : 

WASHIXGTO~, D. c., Mat·cTi 31, 1911. 
DEAR Srn: On April 4 Congress will take up Canadian reciprocity. It 

were well for the people to be considering it also. It is a subject upon 
which there is much misunderstanding. 

The Lumber Trust and the Paper Trnst are waging a fierce fight 
against reciprocity . . '£hey are making desperate cirorts to get the fnrm
ers to join them. Wherever possible they have enlisted the papers 
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which Circulate among the ·ra.rmers. They try to mnke lfuc farmers be
lieve that, by reason of the tariff, he gets more than the fair market 
price for his products. 

Canada ha-s n tariff which operates against our products sold in Can
ada ; we have n tariff which operates ngnlnst Canadian products sold 
here. Reciprocity is an ugi"eemcnt between the two countries =to modify 
both tariffs with u vfow to more extended trade. -

In spite of these obstructive tariffs a large trader has .grown up be
tween us and Canada. In five years ending June .30, in goods of all 
kinds-
We sold in Cnnada----------------------------- ~88G, 417, 37G 
Canada sold to us----------------------------------- 393, 013, 673 

"Di.trcrence in our favor---~------------------- 402, 503, 703 
These figures show that Canada is a good country for us to trade 

with. .A,.ny -country which buys from us more ·than it sells to us .is a 
good country to trade with. No tariff wall sh-oulcl stnnd between us 
and such a country. 

You are ·from Mlssouxi. Let me show _you. 
Governmen·t statistics for five vears culling June 30. 

IIOC.SES. 
We sold in Canada-------------------------- $14,172, 01-5 
Canai:la s·old to US------------------------------ 2, 549, 201 

Difference in our favor_________________________ 11, 622, 874 
•CATTLE. 

We sold in Canada-----------~------~--------- $1,578,170 
'Cano.da sold to us--------------------·--------- 1, .103, 70.0 

Difl'.erence in our .favor_______________________ 384, 383 
.IUEA!r AND DAIRY. 

We sold 1n Canada---~------------------------ $17,011,017 
Canada sold to us-------------------------------- 904, 191 

Difference in our favor---------------------- 10, lOG, 820 
BUE.A.DSTUFYS. 

We sola In Cn.nada---------------------------------- $31, 59G, 550 
Canada £old to US----------------------------------- 0,079,884 

·Difference in our favor____________________ 24, 016, 672 
Of these irem!;!, which are largely produced in Missouri, we sold to 

Canada $53,030,755 more than Canada sold to us. Upon these articles 
we had to pay the Canadian tarl'fi'. But for this Canadian tariff our 
balance on these items would have been ~still lartrer. Reciprocity would 
relieve us from that hindrance to our ·trade. How, then, could reci
·procity hurt the Uissouri farmer? 

You ask why Canada favors reciprocity if it is to give us the best of 
.it . on tbeim products? The answer ls easy . 

. First. The Can::i.dlan tu.ri!f is added to the price which the Canadian 
consumer must pay. Canada desires to relieve her people from this 
extra price. 

Second. Canada is willin~ to take her tariff off of the goods which 
we sell her if in return we will take our tarifr off of the paper, wood 
pulp, and lumber which she sells us. Even with our high tariff against 
·her Can.ada .has, during- the period of time under consideration, sold us 
$08,GG8,630 more paper, pulp, and lumber than we sold her. If our 
tariir against these products were removed she would sell us a still 
larger amount of these .umber prcdncts. How could that hurt the 
Mis::tourl farmer? . 

"Who then would be hurt by reciprocity? I will tell you. The Lum
ber Trust a.nd the Poper Trust. Reciprocity would bring Canadian 
.lumber and paper hCl'e to be sold in competition with the American 
lumber and paper. This woula give the American people cheaper 
paper-the Missouri farmer cheaper lumber to build houses and barns. 
So you see why it ls that these trusts nre mn.king such frantic efforts 
to defeat reciprocity. They desire to hold a monopoly of the American 
lumber nnd paper markets. 

These trusts are very active now trying to fool the farmer. Every 
newspaper nnd farmers' paper which can be controlled will carry 
scare headlines in an effort to alarm the farmer about reciprocitt. 
The trusts always have money to conduct their campaigns. Let the 
farmer be of good cheer. He is not the fellow who will be hit by 

.reciprocity. He will be helped. -The Lumber Trust and the Paper 
Trust a.re they who will feel the weight of this measure. 

Let me show you about the raper 'l'rust. Knowing tbnt I represent 
an lntelUgent people, I- felt that I would file to call their attention to 
some of the facts connected with reciprocity, so they could have n 
clearer understanding of the subJect as its discussion progresses. I 
could think of no other way to disseminate these facts so well as by 
sending out this letter. I have sent it to over 30,000 people. How 
much do you suppose I had to _pay for simply the plain _paper upon 
which these letters arc written? Just $40. That is the sort of prices 
you pay for writing paper. newspapers1• schoolbooks, etc. Reciprocity 
would cut these prices. No wonder me raper Trust oppose.s reci
procity. 

Yours, truly, Dort.SEY W. S-lIAC.KLEFOnD. 

Mr. GREGG of Pennsylvania.. .In this letter it is disclosed, as 
.wns stated on the floor of the House yesterday, that in the five 
yen.rs ending June 30, 1910, in goods .of all kinds the cllffercncc 
.in our favor was $492,503,703, while a1o.ng cerfain other lines, 
largely the products of the farm, we sold to Canada $53,030,"755 
more than Canada sold to us. 

If these n.re the conditions, then I can see no purticuln.r 
objection to the pn.ssngc of this bill. 

It is argued upon tlle floor of this House that the admission 
of certain foodstufUJ without duty wi11 increase the supply and 
consequently be injurious to the producer. It would follow, 
'then, that if the supply was increased the price to the con
sumer would be decreased. 

I would especially appeal to-day for the man w.ho earns his 
living and supports his family by honest toil and by the sweat 
of his brow--for the man with the pick in the mine, for the man 
behind the _plow, for the man behind the throttle, for the mun in 
the --factory, for the man -behind the -counter, ,and the ·man at1:he 

desk. T nppelil for the grC!lt -tolling masses who pay the exact
ing ta.res which suppurt the Government nnd respond to the 
can of ·their country in her .hour ·of danger. 

tt 'may be that there are some inequalities in this bill, but if 
there arc inequalities -in it and in the schedules as provided 
in thi-s 'Pact between Canada and the United Stutes, and those 
inequalities may to some extC!lt .nfiect the people of the district 
which I have the honor to represent, I know that the same 
patriotism which ha.s controlled their action in the past will 
actuate them in the future, to the end that the greatest good 
may be render~d to the greatest number, that the many may 
be served rather than the fow. [Applause on the Democratic 
side.] · 

:Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania use some of his time? 

Mr. DALZELL. --i yield one hour to the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. PICKETT]. 

Mr. PICKETT. l\fr. Chairman, I desire to express my in
debtedness to tlie gentleman from New York [.Mr. GEOBO::i:] for 
clarifying the atmosphere on one phase of this debate. Selected· 
by the leader of the majority as one of the spokesmen for the 
Democratic Party in the discussion of this question, we have a 
.rigbt to assume that he, in part, at least, -expresses the ultimate 
aim of his party in respect to the tariff question. I refer to the 
statement made but a few moments ago on this floor tbat he is 
"an absolute free trader," and that he is standing with the Demo
cratic Party because it is "moving in that direction." We on 
this -side of the aisle ·will be glnd to meet tha.t issue now, as we 
ha vc met it in the years past, -for it ho.s been lifted from the arena 
of controversy before the -Americn.n electorate by the logic of 
·facts and the wisdom of experience. [Applause on the ne
-public:m side.] 

Like my friend from Wisconsin [Mr. LENROOT], I, too, was 
interested in the remarkable and eloquent address delivered by 
the gentleman from North -Carolina [Mr. KrrcmN1, but from a 
different angle. ·The gentleman from North Carolina referred 
to the achievements of his party in this House during this ses
sion, pointip_g to the passage by the House of the Tesolution to 
amend the Constitution of the United .States so ns to prnvide 
for the election of Senators by a direct vote of the people and 
to the measure passed a few days since providing for the pub
licity of campaign contributions before elections. He seemed 
to enjoy a peculinr feeling of exultation, joined in .by his col
leagues, who responded with generous applause at his reference 
to the passage of these two measures. When I recall the fact 
that a similar resolution has been prrssed by the House several 
times in the past, when the Ilepublic::ms were in control, and 
when I recall the further fact tbat a Republican House during 
the lust Congress passed a publicity bill containing the same 
provisions as the bill passed at this session, I run prompted in 
the spirit of good humor that has characterized our partisan 
.re_partce to suggest the application of that familiar couplet: 

The lightning bug is :i brilliant thing, but it hasn't a.ny mind ; 
r-t stumbles through existence with its headlight ~ behind. 

[Laughter.] 
nut, Mr. Chairman, I rose for the purpose of discussing the 

measure pending before us. It is perhaps one of the most im
portant measures that has been considered by Congress for 
many yenrs; one in which the people are deeply interested and 
which is destine<l, if enncted into law, to become an absorbing 
issue in the near _political future. 

The name given the pact has in itself misled the people into 
assuming that it ls reciprocal in fact as well as in name. It 
is doubtful if a measure of such importance has evor been pre
sented to the public as one-sidedly as this measure. The metro
politan press, for reasons with which you are nil familiar, llave 
to a large extent favored tlle pact and they in turn hnve been 
followed by other papers without an independent c:xn.mination 
of fhe subject. The facts, howeYer, ,are becoming 1.~own and 
the people are beginning to sec that tlley <lo not sustain the 
general statements und conclusions made by those wllo favor 
it. Already a strong reaction has set in which will grow 
stronger as the people study for themselves what it does and 
what it ·does not do. Jt has ·been held out as a reciprocal trade 
agre~ment which implies that Canada ·Ls {;ranting to the United 
States something of equivulent or approximate vulue for our 
opening to Canada i:he best ..mn.rket place in the world for her 
surplus agricultural products. It has been urged that its -effect 
wm be beneficial to our people-; th.at our farmers particularly 
will not be injured (but when speaking of the farmer they al
ways speak in the negative) ; that onr manufacturers, and espe
cially those engnged in manui'ncturing n.gricnlturnl implements, 
will -be ·benefited by gaining n.cce-ss to . Canacllan markets on ad
vantngeons terms. To i:hose on this side of the aisle it is said 
to be in harmony .with the policy of reciprocity for which our 
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party has stood in the past and which our great leaders have 
advocated. In brief, it is held out as a diplomatic victory, the 
culminating and crowning achievement of long years of effort 
on tn.e part of the United States, and that those who oppose it 
are standing as obstructionists in the path of progress. 

In' his address before the Chicago .Association of Commerce. 
February 15, 1911, the Hon. Philander C. Knox, Secretary of 
State, said: 

This brief outline brings in a general way the history o! reciprocity 
in our trade relations with Canada down to the work of this adminis
tration and shows the historical tact that tor more than halt a century 
the statesmen of Canada, of Great Britain, and of the United States 
have, by repeated effort, testified and reaffirmed an abiding and funda
mental belle! in the principle of American-Canadian reciprocity. 

The clear inference from the foregoing is that this country 
for half a century has been striving to secure an agreement 
such as is no-iv proposed from ,Canada, and that the agreement 
is in accord with the policy of reciprocity for which our states
men ba ve stood in the past. 

Later on in the same address Mr. Knox said: 
The abolition of the reciprocity treaty of 1854 by the United States 

marked a historical step backu;ara in the trade relations or the two 
countries. 

Speaking in the city of Springfield, Ill., on February 11, 1911, 
our distinguished President said: 

We have taken up these things that are involved in the Canndi::m 
reciprocity treaty because opportunity offered. Now is the accepted 
time. Now Canada is in the mood. She ls at the parting of the ways. 

In other words, that this is the one psychological moment in 
the past 50 years when Canada has been in the mood to enter 
into an agreement of this character. 

During the progress of this debate a difference of opinion has 
been expressed relative to the effect of the former treaty. The 
distinguished Representative from New York [Ur. HARRISON], 
in his remarks yesterday, observed that the cause of the aboli
tion of the former treaty was not economic. 

It seems to me proper that the historical facts should be 
-clearly and fairly presented to the people, not only with respect 
to the former treaty and its effect, but also as to the attitude of 
both this country and Canada toward a renewal of that treaty. 
It is a familiar rule of law, with which our profession is fa
miliar, that the courts will follow the construction which con
tracting parties themselves give to an agreement. I therefore 
propose to take up the former treaty and show how the two 
countries regarded it when the facts were before them, when 
they could see the conditions at the very time when they were 
charged with the responsibility of passing judgment upon it, and 
then I propose to follow it down to the present time and show 
from the records that there has never been a time in the history 
of our country since the abolition of the former treaty when any 
of our great statesmen, or the people themselves, would have 
supported the proposition that is now before us. 
IlISTORY OF TREATY OF 1854. REVIEWED--SIMIL.A.R TO PROPOSED P.A.CT

EFFECT DIS.A.STROUS TO OUR PEOPLFl AND TREATY IS ABROGATED BY Tlll'J 
UNITED ST.A.TES-VIEWS OF PROUIXEXT STATESl\IEN' FROM LINCOLN' TO 
M'KINLEY-PERSISTEN'T EFFORTS OF CA.NADA TO RENEW CO);'SISTEN'TLY 
OPPOSED IlY OUR GOVERN'llEN'T ON' GROUND NOT RECIPROCAL. 

The treaty of 1854 provided for the free interchange of the 
following articles: 

Grain, flour, ancl breadstuffs o! nil kinds ; animals of all kinds ; fresh, 
smoked, and salted meats; cotton-w:ool; seeds and vegetables; undried 
fruits; dried fruits; fish of all kinds ; products of fish ancl all other 
creatures livin.~ in the water; poultry; eggs; hides, furs, skins, or 
tails, undressed; stone or marble in its crude or unwrou..,ht state; 
slate; butter; cheese; tallow; lard; horns; manures; ores o'f metals of 
all kinds ; coal ; pitch, tar, turpentine ; ashes ; timber and lumber of all 
kinds, round, hewed, and sawed, unmanufacturcd, in whole or in part; 
firewood; plants, shruhs, and trees; pelts; wool; fish oil; rice; broom 
corn and bnrk ; gypsnm, ground or unground ; hewn or wrought or un
wrought burr or grindstones; dyestuffs; flax, hemp, and tow, unmanu· 
factored; unmanufactured tobacco. 

It will be observed that so far as the interchange of natural 
products is concerned, and particularly the products of the 
farm, that Mr. Fielding, the Canadian minister, in making his 
report recently to the House of Commons of Canada of the 
proposed agreement, was right when he said that it was "the 
former treaty with compnrntively little change." 

I will discuss the question of the slight reductions in manu
factured articles later on. That treaty was concluded in June, 
18U4, and went into effect in March, 1855. Within a few years 
after the treaty became operative its effect was such that the 
people began to call upon Congress to p:iss a resolution giving 
notice of its termination. Congress took such action in January, 
1805, and the treaty was terminated in March, 1866. As I 
have suggested, the practical effect of the treaty on the pros
perity of the people of this country was then before Congress 
and the people. I now propose to show from the records that 
the cause of its abolition on the part of our country was purely 
economic, the discussions both in the House and in the Senate 

being directed solely to the result of the treaty on our inter
ests. In view of the similarity of the treaties, the opinions ex
pressed at that time by men whose names stand forth in :Pistory 
as among our great leaders are of peculiar significance now. I 
quote briefly from Mr. Elihu B. Washburn, of Illinois, wbo said: 

I am for the unconditional abrogation of the treaty. Every Member 
must see that the treaty as it now exists ought to be changed, and it 
it is to be changed I say let us in the first flace abrogate the treaty 
entirely. It Great Britain, which derives, as contend, all the benefits 
of the treaty, wants another, let her come and ask us, and do not let us 
go to her. 

Charles Sumner, of Massachusetts, expreased himself us fol
lows: 

The people of the United States have been uneasy under tbe reci
procity tl·eaty for several years-I may almost say from Its date •. 
Thet·e \Vas a feeling that it was more advantageous to Canada than 
to the United States; that, in short, it was unilateral. This feeling 
has o! late ripened into conviction. 

In the present case the feeling is ripening very rapidly into 
a conviction that the pending agreement is unilateral, and as 
soon as the facts are known this feeling will become a con
viction. 

John Sherman, of Ohio, spoke as follows: 
The treaty has operated from Its beginning against our interests, 

and it can be plainly demonstrated by the tables lVhich are furnished 
by the Secretary of the Treasury that from the beginning our trade 
has fallen off and tbeirs increased, comparatively. While the goods we 
receive from Canada come to us duty free, except to a very insignifi· 
cant amount, they charge us duty on more than half of what we send 
to them. Can that be said to be reciprocal? Our exports and our 
imports, ow· trade with Canada, ls about equal ; we send to them nearly 
as much as they send to us, but they charge us duties on one-half ot 
what we send to them. We substantially admit all that they send us 
free. Such a statement as that-and it can not be gainsaid and can 
not be dented-shows that the treaty ls unequal and that there is no 
reciprocity ln it. 

What John Sherman said had been the effect of the former 
treaty as to the imports from Canada coming in free while our 
exports to Canada were dutiable we know in advance will be 
the effect of the proposed agreement. 

Senator Chandler, of Michigan, characterizes the treaty as 
follows: 

If instead o! a treaty of reciprocity this treaty bad been called a 
treaty to encourage emigration from the United States into Canada, a 
h·eaty to encourage production in Canada instead of in the United 
States, it would have been more justly named. 

Those words can be applied with equal force to the agreementJ 
be.fore us. 

Senator Foote from one of the New England States expressed 
himself as follows: 

I believe it to be very generally concecled that while this reciprocity 
treaty, so denoruh~ate,d, has proved high1y beneficial to the interests 
of the people of the British Provin~es, and has contributed very largely 
to their interest and prosperity, it has, at the same time, proved 
injurious and prejudlcia to the interest and prosperity of the American 
States. The very title of the treatr is a misnomer. There is nothing 
reciprocal about it; there is nothmg reciprocal in its operation; it 
produce!') no reciprocity of benefits between the two Governments. It 
iA beneficial to one only of the contracting parties and injurious to 
the other. Such arE) the practical results of its operation. This, at all 
evC'nts, is the prevailing, if not quite the unanimous, opinion of the 
American peonle, who now, after an experience of its effects for 10 
years, clemand as wJth one voice the abrogation of a contract which 
they regard as partial, unjust, inequitat>le, and one skied, as soon as 
it can be done through the forms prescribed in the treaty itself. · 

I want to commend to the Representatives from New England 
the position taken by another distinguished Senator from l\fassa
chusetts, nfterwards Vice President of the United States. and 
a great commoner of the people, l\fr. Wilson, who, in speal<ing 
on the tren ty said : 

When this treaty was negotiated, it was believed to be tor the general 
interests of the country, and in Massachusetts it was especially be
lieved to be for our fishing, manufacturing, commercial, and rnilroad 
interests. I have ever been in favor of the treaty, and up to this 
time conld never have been induced to vote against it. I am not clear 
now that it is not for the interests of tho 8tate I in part represent 
to let it stand. I um inclined to think that it is for our interest that 
the treaty shoulcl stand as it now cloes. For the interests of the whole 
country, I am of the opinion that it ought to be modified or perhaps 
abrogated. 

Ur. Blaine, who was then in the House, voted in favor o~ 
terminating the treaty, and while I do not find in the RECORD 

any expressions of opinion at that time, he reviews the subject 
in l.lis Twenty Years in Congress, as follows: 

The right in the fisheries corrccded by the treaty of 1854-originally 
ours under the treaty of 1782 and unnecessarily and unwisely re
nounced in the treaty of 1818-was not given freely, but in considera· 
tlon of a great price. That price was reciprocity of trade, so called, 
between the United States and the British North American Provinces 
in certain commodities nnmed in the treaty. The selection, as shown 
in the schedules, was made almost wholly to favor Cnnadian interests. 
Tllere was scarcely a product in the lis t which could be exported from 
the United States to Canada without ln~s. while the grent market ot 
the United States was thrown E>pen for nearly everything which she 
could produce and export. All her 1·aw materials were admitted tree 
while alZ our manufactures were charged with heavy duty, the markel 
being rcscrvea for English tnerclumts. The fil.1hery question had been 
adroitly used to secure from the United States an agreement which wa11 
one sided, vexatious, . and unprofitable. It has served its purpose ad· 
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mirably as a makeweight for Canada in acquiring the most generous 
and profitable market she ever enjoyed for her products. 

The resolution calling upon the President to give notice of the 
termination of the treaty was passed by the Senate with only 
eight dissenting 'Votes, which fairly illustrates the \iew of the 
people at that time as to the treaty. 

.Among those wilo voted to terminate the treaty were Senators 
Grimes and Harlan, of Iowa; Mr. Allison, of Iowa, then in the 
House and afterwards of long and distinguished service in the 
Senate; John A. Kasson, of Iowa, then in the House and whose 
eminent career as a diplomatist is known to you all. 

The rcsol-ut-ion was signc<l by Abraham Lincoln. 
And now I desire to trace the subsequent history of our coun

try and of Canacla in respect to a renewal of the treaty, for 
the attitude of the parties in reference to its renewal is the 
strongest evidence of how they regarded its effect. 

In January, 1866, a delegation came to Washington from 
Canada with a view of opening negotiations for the renewal of 
the treaty, but it does not appear that our Go\ernment gave 
them any encouragement. In February, 1866, and before the 
treaty bad, in fact, expired, Sir Frederick Bruce, the British 
minister, made an effort to reopen negotiations and addressed a 
formal letter with that in view to our Secretary of State, Mr. 
Seward, one of the greatest premiers of all our history. In the 
letter of Mr. Bruce are .these significant words, which well 
expresses the feeling of Great Britain on the subject: 

Her Majesty's Government would be well content to renew the treaty 
in its present form. 

He was undoubtedly right, for there never has been a time. 
as I will show to you, when they would not have been well con
tent to have renewed the treaty either in the then present form 
or in the form now proposed. I now read from the reply of 
Mr. Seward: 

The now expiring reciprocity treaty constitutes almost tbe only case 
in which the Executive Department has by ne_gotiation assumed a super
vision of any question of either commerce or nnance. Bven in that case 
the Executive Department did little mo1·e than to make a treaty, the 
details of which bad been virtually matured beforehand in the Congress 
of the United States, and sanction was given to the treaty afterwards 
by express legislation. Tlle question of continuing the treaty involves 
mainly subjects of the special character which I have before described. 

Careful inquiry made during the recess of Congress induced . the 
President to believe that there was tllen no snch harmony of public 
setJ.timent in favor of the extension of the treaty as would encourage 
him in directing negotiations to be opened. . 

Mr. Seward undoubtedly reflected the feeling of the people at 
that time. I also commend that portion of his letter relatirn to 
the initiative of this character of legislation. In brief, that it 
should originate in the House, as our forefatilers contemplated 
and provided in the Constitution. 

In 1867 the confederation of the various Provinces of Canada 
was effected, and history tells us that one of the chief issues 
in the campaign in favor of confederation was that the General 
Government would be in a better position to urge and secure a 
renewal of reciprocal relations with this country. 

In 1868 the Canadian Government, in the first tariff law 
passed by it inserted a clause to which I called attention on a 
former occasion, but for the purpose of the continuity of these 
observations I will now insert in the RECORD. I find that I do 

·not have the tariff of 1868 with me, so will quote from a later 
tariff, that of 1879, which is substantially the same. 

Section 6 is us follows: 
.Any or all of the following articles-that is to say, animnls of all 

kinds, green fruit, hay, straw, bran, seeds of all kinds, vegetables (in
cluding potatoes and other roots ), plants , trees, and shrubs, coal and 
coke, salt, hops, wheat, peas and beans, barley, rye, oats , Indian corn, 
buckwheat, and all other grain, flour of wheat and flour of rye, Indian 
meal and oatmeal, and flour ot· meal of any other grain, butter, cheese, 
fish (salted or smoked), lardi. tallow, meats (fresh, salted, or smoked), 
and lumber may be importeo into Canada. free of duty, or at a less 
rate of duty than is provided by this act, upon proclamation of the 
governor in council, which may be issued whenever it appears to his 
satisfaction that similar articles from Canada may be imported into the 
United States free of duty, or at a rate of duty not exceeding that pay
able on the same under such proclamation when imported into Canada. 

It will be observed that Canada under this provision held out 
a standing offer to this country, so far as free interchange of 
farm products and the products of the forest, etc., are con
cerned, substantially the same as that now proposed. 

In 1869 Sir John nose, Canadian minister of finance, came to 
Washington for the purpose of opening negotiations on tile sub
ject, but the records tell us that our Government took no 
steps at that time in the matter. In December, 1869, President 
Grant, in his message to C-0ngress, referred to the subject as 
follows: 

The question of renewing a treaty for reciprocal trade between the 
United States and the British Provinces on this continent has not 
been favorably considered by the administration . The advantages of 
such a treaty would be wholly in favor of the British producer. Ex
cept possibly a few engaged in the trade between the two sections, no 
citizen of the United States would be benefited by reciprocity. 

There seems to be no equivocation in the language of Presi
dont Grant on the subject or in his statement as to the attitude 
of our people. 

In 1870 the Canadian Government again offered to negotiate 
on the subject, and in 1871 Sir John 1\fcDonuld, who was in 
Washington on other Government business, again sougllt to 
open negotiations, but ouv Government gave no heed to these 
suggestions. 

In 1873-74 representatives of the British Goyernment again 
brought up the subject with our Government, a form of treaty 
was drafted, and submitted to President Grant, who, in tnrn, 
transmitted it to the Senate. It was rejected in February, 
1875. 

The Canadian tariff of 1870 carried the proYision before re
ferred to. 

In 1890 Cnnada again sent representatives to Washington to 
secure a reciprocity treaty with this country; tllat was during 
the administration of President Harrison and when Mr. Blaine 
was Secretary of State. Negotiations were pending for a couple 
of years. In 1892 the Senate passed a resolution requesting 
the President to transmit to the Senate all information per
taining thereto. And now I want to read from President Har
rison's message on the subject: 

The result of the conference as to the practicability of arran~lng a 
reciprocity treaty with the Dominion of Canada is clearly stated in 
the letter of Mr. Blaine, and was anticipated, I think, by him and 
every other thoughtful American who had considered the subject. A 
reciprocity treaty limited to the excbange of natural products would 
have been such only in form. The benefits of such a treaty 1cottld 
11ave inured almost wholly to Canada. Previous experiments on this 
line had been unsat.isfactory to this Government. .A treaty that sbould 
be reciprocal In fact and of mutual advantage must necessarily have 
embraced an important list of manufactured articles and have secured 
to the United States a free or favored introduction-

! ask you to mark the language "free or favored introduc
tion," because I will refer to that proposition a little later on-
of these articles into Canada as against the world; but lt was not 
believed the Canadian ministry was ready to propose or assent to rnch 
an arrangement. • • • It is not for this Government to argue 
against this announcement of Canadian official opinion. It must be 
accepted, however, I think, as the statement of a condition which places 
an insuperable barrier in the way of that large and beneficial Inter
course and reciprocal trade which might otherwise be developed between 
the United States and the Dominion. · 

President Harrison understood clearly the theory of a recipro
cal trade agreement, which, expressed in simple form, is that 
om· country should receive some consideration for concessions 
granted to Qa.nada; that when we let Canada into our mar
kets we should be given access to Canadian markets; that 
access to Canadian markets on the same terms as other natio-ns 
is not a consideration for opening our markets to Canada, a 
principle that seems to have been entirely ignored in drafting 
the agreement before us. President Harrison submits with his 
message a letter from Mr. Blaine. 

The name of James G. Blaine is connected perhaps more 
than any other great leader of our party with the policy of 
reciprocity, and -I desire that the record show the light in 
which he viewed the subject at that time, when substantially 
the same proposition as is now proposed was before him. 

I may be pardoned for digressing long enough to say that I 
was raised in the Republican faith; my belief in the policies of 
the Republican Party has strengthened as the years ha\e passed. 
I came into manhood's estate when the "Plumed Knight" was 
the matchless leader of our party, and I have never ceased my 
admiration for his leadership or for the policies he advocated. 
[Applause on the Republican side.] 

Mr. Blaine says : 
.At the first conference, on February 10, the commissioners stated that 

they were authorized by the Canadian Government to propose the re
newal of the reciprocity treaty of 1854-wbich was terminated in l SQG 
by the action of the Congress of the United States-with such modifica
tions and extensions as the altered circumstances of both countries and 
their respective interests might seem to require. 

In answer. to an inquiry, the commissioners stated that the modifica
tions or extensions contemplated in the schedules of articles should be 
confined to natural products, and should not embrace manufactured 
articles. 

The commissioners were informed that the Government of the United 
States would not be prepared to renew the treaty of 1854 nor to agree 
ttpon any commercial reciprocity which should be confined to 11aturaZ 
products alone; and that, in view of tbe great development of industrial 
Interests in the United States and of the changed conditions of the com
mercial relations of the two countries since the treaty of 1854 was 
negotiated, it was reg"arded of essential importance that a list of manu
factured goods should be included in the schedules of articles for free or 
favored exchange in any reciprocity arrang-ement whicil mlg-ht be made. 

The commissioners then inquired if the Government of the United 
States would expect to have preferential treatment extended to the list 
of manufactured goods of the United States on their introduction into 
Canada by virtue of a reciprocity treaty, or whetller it would regard. 
the Canadian Government as at liberty to extend the same favors to the 
manufactured goods of other countries not parties to the treaty on their 
introduction into Canada. 
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- That identical proposition is presented to us under the pro
posed. agreement, and now let us see what answer :Ur. Blaine 
gave. His reply was as follows: 

The reply given them waa that it W::LS the desire ot: the Government 
of the United States to mn.kc a reciprocity convention which would be 
4?Xcluslve in its application to the United States and Canada, and that 
other countries which at·e not parties to it sho1tltl not enjoy gratuitously 
the fai·ors which the two neighboring countries miglit t·eciprocallv e-0n
cedc to each other for valuable considerations ancZ at a large sacriftce of 
tlzeir respectit;e revenues. -

I call particular attention to what .Mr. Blaine says as to other 
countries enjoying gratuitously the privileges which we have 
purchased by giving Canada free access to our markets. 

President Harrison, in his fourth annual message, again dis
cussed the matter, concluding with thiB sentence : 

The bencfit2 of n.n exchange of natural products would be almost 
wholly with the people of Canada. 

I now come to one of blessed memory, whose public life and 
career were intimately associated with the protective policy of 
the Republican Party, and who was one of its greatest leaders, 
but whose name, I regret to say, has been used to conjure favor 
for an agreement for which not one sentence or one syllable ever 
uttered by him could be construed as in its favor. I refer to 
William McKinley. [Applause.] In his inaugural address in 
1897 President McKinley said: 

The end in new is always to be the opening up of new markets for the 
products of our country by granting concessions to the products of other 
lands that we need and can not produce ourselves, and which do not in
volve any loss of labor of our own people, but tend to increase their 
prosperity. 

I thought of these words when the distinguished gentleman 
from Connecticut [Mr. Hrr.L] was making his speech. It was 
indeed entertaining to observe the labored effort of my good 
friend from Connecticut to square his present attitude with the 
attitude of our party and with his former attitude on thiB great 
economic question. As he walked back and forth, up this ai.c;le 
and then up this, his face at times resembling the grim visage 
o_f l\foloch, and again speaking with such pathos that· you could 
1.plagine the tears dropping from his words, I wns reminded 
ot the description by Tolstoi, in one of his novels, of a character 
who employed "one half his faculties in deceiving himself and 
the other half in trying to give an appearance of reason to his 
illusions." [Laughter.] 

And now I want to refer to the last speech of McKinley at 
Buffalo, which has been so tortured by excerptation, in which 
lie said; 

By seru;ible trade arrangements, which will not Interrupt our home 
production, we shall extend the outlets for our increasing surplus. A 
system which provides n mutual exchange of commodities is mani
festly essential to the continued and healthful growth of our export 
trade. We must not repose in fancied security that we can forever 
sell everything and bu-y little or nothing. It such a thing were possible, 
lt would not be best for us or for those with whom we deaL We should 
take from our customers such of their products as we can use without 
ha.rm to our industries :ind labor. Reciprocity ls the natural outgrowth 
of our wonderful Industrial development under the domestic policy now 
firmly established. 

What we produce beyond our domestic consumption must have n 
vent abroad. The excess must be relieved through n foreign outlet, and 
we should sell everywhere we can and buy wherever the buying wlll 
enlarge our sales and productions and thereby make n greater demand 
for home labor. 

The period of exclusiveness ls past. The expansion of our trade and 
commerce ls the pressing problem. Commerc1al wars arc unprofitable. 
A policy of good will and friendly trade relations will prevent reprisals. 
Reciprocity treaties are in hru'mony with the spirit of the times; meas
ures of retllllatlon are not. 

U perchance some of our tarifl's are no longer needed for revenue 
or to encourage a.nd protect our industries at home, why should they 
not be employe<l to extend and promote our markets abroad? 

It will be noted that McKinley predicated his statement on 
the foundation stone that whatever agreement is mn.de must be 
ioithout harni to our industries or labo1·. 

In the Republican national platform of 1900 our party de
cla.rc.cl: 

We favor the associated pollcy of reelprocity, so directed as to open 
our markets on favorable terms for what we do not ourselves produce, 
in return for free foreign markets. 

And in 1904 our national platform decla.red as follows: 
We have extended widely our foreign mnrkets, and we believe In the 

adoption of all practicable methods for their further extension, includ
ing commercial reciprocity wherever reciprocal arrangements can be 
effected consistent with the principles of protection and without injury 
to American agriculture, American labor, or any American Industry. 

Such is a brief review of the former treaty and the attitude 
of the United States and Canada in respect to it. It shows that 
the former treaty was substantially the same as the present 
pact. It shows that the treaty of 1854 wns abrogated by the 
United States because it was injurious to the interests of this 
country. It shows that for half a century Cana.du has been 
sitting on the doorstep of our Government, repeatedly and per
sistently seeking a renewal of that treaty. It shows that our 
country has consistently, during an of this time, refused to 

enter into such a treacy on the ground tha.t it would not be re
ciprocal and would not be for the interests of our people. It 
shows that our greatest statesmen from · Lincoln down to the 
present, including such nnmcs as John Sherman, Elihu Wash
burne, Zachariah Chandler, Justin Morrill (the father of the Re
publicnn policy of protection), William B. Allison, William H. 
Seward, Ulysses S. Grant, Benjamin Harrison, James G. Blaine, 
William McKinley, and many others ha·rn of record repudiated 
the former treaty and opposed such so-called reciprocity as 
Canada h!ls heretofore offered and now proposes. In view of 
the undisputed facts and records of history, the statement of 
Mr. Knox that the abolition of the former treaty was a "back
ward step " is indeed most remarkable. 

I submit on this branch of the subject that the pnct before us 
is not in harmony with the policy of the Republican Party nor 
any of its platform declarations, nor with the position of our 
leading statesmen. · 
TilE AMEilICAN Ii'A.IlMER-PACT NOT IN II.A.RllONY WITH POLICY OF 

PARTY-NEW SOIL I:N' co:11rETITIO~ WITH OLD-WILL BE. UNF.A.In TO 
AGRICULTURAL INTEilESTS OF THIS COUNTRY-CANADIAN FARMER SUB
SIDIZED-CONDITIONS COlIPAllED. 

I will now turn briefly to its effect on the farmers of our 
country. During the last Congress I submitted some remarks 
on this branch of the subject. Other gentlemen who have pre
ceded me have ably rovered it. I do not, therefore, feel justified 
in discussing it with the detail I otherwise would. The effect 
and, indeed, the very purpose of the bill is to place the products 
of the farm in free and open competition with Canada. Its 
advocates on the Republican side, while claiming adherence t o 
the protective policy of our party, propose to exclude the farmer 
from the application of that policy. Their position and the 
manifest effect of the bill is an abandonment of the protective 
policy, so far as the :farmer is concerned. When that policy is 
abandoned as to one-third of our people-one-third of our pro
ducers-the policy fails. Our party has never before urged n. 
policy of half protection and half free trade. The Democratic 
side favor the bill, saying it is a step in the right direction. 
They say, "Let's have free trade for tlle farmer first and for 
all later on." 

We ha\e witnessed during the debate on this feature of the 
bill a. most remarkable 'Variety of excuses and apologies. By 
some it is averred thnt the cost of living should be reduced, and 
that this reduction will come from competition of Canadian 
products with the products of American farmers. Others glide 
quickly over this phase of the question, and with labored effort 
seek to show that it will not affect the farmer. It is interesting 
to listen to the gentlemen from our large centers, whose knowl
edge of agriculture comes chiefly from looking through the win
dows of Pullman palace ca.rs, speeding 60 miles an hour, dis
cuss farming. Some, indeed, like the gentleman who is said to 
have ronducted the negotiations with Canada-I refer to 1\ir. 
Pepper, whose contribution on the subject was presented as n 
Senate document-have the temerity to affirm that it will bene
fit the farmer. 

Not only is this measure inconsistent with the protective pol
icy for which our party has stood in the past, but it is in direct 
contravention of our last national platform and the recent defi
nitely announced policy of our party, both on the part of our 
President and the Ilepublicnn side of Congress. We have c-,:e
ated a Tariff Board for the purpose of securing information as n 
basis of applying the mca.sure of protection announcell in our last 
national platform-the dUierence in cost of production at home 
and abroad. A partial report has beBn submitted. It includes 
the conditions in Canada and in this counh7 on this -very sub
ject. It shows a difference in cost of production of farm prod
ucts in Canada and the United States. It shows conclusively a 
c11fference in the price of farm products in the two countries. 
And yet it is absolutely ignored. I um one of those wllo have 
believed and still believe in a tariff board that will investigate 
and report the facts for the information of Congress. We have 
an able board, a boarcl that ha.s the confidence of all, and yet it 
is proposed to proceed headlong, without giving its report any 
consideration whatever. I protest against such nction. 

I was much impressed by the description of the gentleman 
from Maine [Mr. HINDS] of tlle decn.clence of New England 
furming between the years 1860-1800. It recalled to my mind 
a conversation I h::i.cl with a gentleman in my own State just 
a few months n~o. He was born an<l passecl his boyhood days 
on a New England farm and then joinecl the movement west
ward, loco.ting in Iowa. As the evening shadows of life ap
proached, llis mind wandered bnck to the olcl home and he longell 
to return once more to the environments of ·his childhood days. 
At I::i.st he went back, and getting off at the station, his heart 
full of tender memories as he tlrew near to the sacred scones 
of those early da.ys, with the pictured faces of loved ones before 
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llim, started for the old home; and I shall never forget the 
touching pathos with which he told how he was unable even to 
find the spot. Decadence had done its work. The farm, the 
home, was no more. Nothing but desolation. Sadly l\e turned 
his face again to the West. That is what competition with the 
new soil of the West did to the agriculture of New England. 
What will that vast empire of new and fertile land in western 
Canada do to our Middle West if thrown into free competition? 
I nm here to protect the interests of our .American farmers 
and leave solicitude for CanaUian farmers to Canadian repre
sentatives. [Applause.] 

The movement of rural population hns always followed the 
opening up of new soil. You can go bn.ck in the history of our 
own country and trace the movement from New England west
ward. There is a reason for it. Old soil can not compete with 
new soil on an equal basis. The cost of production is less on 
new soil than on old soil. With the UEe of soil comes foe 
necessity for rotation of crops, for fertilizing, imtting back into 
the soil that which is taken out. This is a material element of 
cost. Tbe desertcd' farms of New England, as wen as otllcr 
Eastern States, until recent years tell the story. Rigllt acroS'S 
the Potomac, in Virginia, within isight of our own eyes was 
once n thriving agricultural section. To-day the country ~s 
floocle<'f with literature telling of Virginia farms tllat can be 
purchased for less than the value of the improvements-beauti
ful homes standing tenantless. In recent years, since farm 
prices have become remunerafrre, there has been a movement 
to reclaim the abandoned farms of New England and of Vir
ginia and other places, but if the prices of farm products are 
not maintained at a relatively remuneraUve figure tllis move
ment wi11 stop. I am in favor of conserving our own lands. 

The mo;-ement that has taken place in this country has been 
followed, to some extent, in the movement to western Canada, 
but it will be greatly emphasized if this measure becomes a law. 
Fortunately I come from a section of the country that hns 
some knowledge of Canada. We know that the farmers of the 
West have been lured to Canada by the cheapness of her lands. 
The friends and neighbors and relatives of our people have 
journeyed there; some have remained, others have invested. 
In nearly every town in our State will be found real estate 
agents advertising Canadian lands. In brief, our people know 
something about the subject. 
If this measure passes, the movement to Canada will be 

greatly increased. It is admitted that already its influence is 
· being felt. I am not in favor of encouraging emigration from 
this country to Canada. We need the sturdy farmers of this 
country; we can not afford to lose them. We want to populate 
our own soil, intensify our farming, make rural life attract-
1\e, and encourage in eyery fajr and legitimate wny our agri
cultural resources. We should not ignore the very basis of our 
prosperity. 

It seems to me superfluous to discuss the proposition that 
$1GO per acre land can not compete with land at from $10 to 
$25 per acre with equal fertility. The report of the Tariff 
Board gives the average value per acre of improved land in 
Iowa in ln10 as $109, in .Alberta, $20 ; in Saskatchewan, $22 ; 
Manitoba, $20. 

Whnt makes the difference in the value of land? Not i:;oil 
alone. The character and fertility of soil is, of course, impor
tant, but there arc other considerntions. The settled state of 

· the conntry brings educational advantages. Schools are main
tained where the boys and girls can obtain an education. This 
affects tlle value of land. Some of the greatest statesmen of 
our country and captains of industry and finance began their 
eclncation in the country school. Every farmer believes in edu
cation. Proximity to places of worship and churches also 
affects the valnc of lnnd. 

Then there is a social value to land-the communal spirit of 
the neighborhood; opportunity for exchanging visits; forming 
friendships; tlle advantages of associations of a social, political, 
agricultural, religious, frnternal, or other nature; all promoted 
by the incidents of a settled country, such as good roads, tele
pllones, free rural mail service, railway and interurban service, 
easy access to numerous cities and towns. Again, there is the 
question of market accessibility, both for buying and selling. 

..All of these affect the value of land just as they affect the 
value of real estate, either business or residential, in the city. 
The land itself may not be any better or may not be more fer
tile or more productive per acre than land that does not have 
these ndvantages and the valne of wllich is far less. Our lands 
have this value; the 1nnds of northwestern Canada do not. The 
farmers there are pioneering, just as our farmers did years ago. 
Our farmers have helped to develop our country and have con
tributed their share in payment of these advantages which now 
give to their land its present value. Is it fair is it' ust is it 

defensible to place them in open competition as to their prod
ucts wth the Canadian farmer, with his new and fertile soil and 
cheap land? 

I will insert in the RECORD a table which I prepared showing 
the average yield per acre in the United States and in Iowa 
and in Canada of various farm products in the year 1900. The 
figures in tbis table are taken from the Canadian yearbook ot. 
1009 and the Yearbook of the Department of Agriculture of the 
United States for 1900: 

Wheat .................................... bushels .. 
Oats ......................................... do ... . 

~~1;~:::::.:::::: :: : : : : : : : : : : : :: : ::: : : : :: : : : : :~~:: :: 
Buclnvheat ................................... do ... . 
Potatoes ..................................... do ... . 
H~y .......................................... tons .. 
Flax ...................................... bushels .. 

Iowa. 

17.00 
27.00 
22.00 
17.80 
15.00 
89.00 
1.G4 
9.80 

United 
States. 

15.80 
30.30 
24.30 
16.10 
20.90 

lOG.80 
1. 42 
9.40 

Canada. 

---
21.51 
38.00 
29. 71 
18. 78 
27.64 

192. 96 
1.44 

15.98 

It wi1l be noted from the~e tables that in the articles enumer
ated the average yield per acre is greater in Canada than in the 
United States, or even in Iowa, which we think is the best 
farming State in the Union. 

I shall not stop to discuss the question of prices; that there 
is a difference between the price of farm products in Canada 
and in the United States can not be successfully controverted ·; 
that Canada is already a large exporter of farm products is 
true, and that her exports will increase is equally true. How 
can it benefit our farmers to throw her surplus agricultural 
products into American markets? But they say the price of 
farm products is fixed in Liverpool, and the old delusion of the 
markets of the world has been resurrected during this debate. 
No one has yet reconciled this argument with the difference in 
price that obtains in towns along the Canadian border. Take 
Portal, N. Dak., and North Portal, Canada, a street dividing the 
two, where, as tlle gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. HANNA] 

has pointed out, there is a marked difference in the price of 
wheat, barley, fl.ax, and other products raised in the same com
munity, on the same soil, with the same transportation facili
ties-just a narrow strip of 80 feet dividing the two. The 
farmers of this country know the difference between a home 
market for the substantial part of their products and sllipping 
them to the seacoast, and then 3,000 miles across the sea to be 
sold to the underpaid labor of London and LiverpooL Canada 
knows the same thing. If not, why has she bee1i knocking at 
our door for half a century to get into our marlcets 'I She 
realizes their value, even if some of the gentlenien on this floo1· 
do not. 

There is one point to which I wish to direct attention before 
it escapes me. I want to say to the Democratic Members 
from the North who represent agricultural districts that you 
will have a hnrd time explaining to your constituents why 
you -voted for free trade on all the products of the farmer of the 
North, while the farmers of the South, where the control of 
your party lies, retain protection on their principal products, 
such as rice, tobacco, cotton, sugar, and other things. I do not 
wish to draw sectional differences into this debate, but I shall 
not sit silently by and permit such discriminatory legislation to 
be passed without a protest. 

Returning after this digression, I will refer briefly to the 
policy of the provincial governments of C::mada in subsidizing 
their agricultural interests. In the reports of our Consular 
Service in Canada, in the Daily Consular and Trade Report, are 
found frequent mention of the steps taken in this direction. The 
Canadian Provinces, :Manitoba and Saskatchewan, are establish
ing grain elevators. 'rhe same Provinces, as well as others, are 
also subsidizing the dairy industry through Government cream
eries, and, in addition, farmers living at a distance from a 
creamery can ship their cream without cost-that is to say, the 
express charges are paid. Consul General John EJ. Jones, of 
Winnipeg, Canada, in a report of recent date, tells of the im
petus given to the industry. I read as follows: 

The records show that before the creamery was opened, in 1908, dairy 
butter was worth 12~ cents in trade; from July 1 to the end of October 
the lowest price the Government paid was 21~ cents and the highest 
price 3H cents per pound of butter fat. This was cash and the pay
ments were made twice a month. 

Cnn anyone doubt what will be the result, so far as the pro
duction in Canada is concerned, with the aid of Government sub
sidy? Can our farmers compete with the cheap lands of Canada 
aided by Government subsidy? Is it fair that we should expect 
them to? 

This is not a new policy for Canada. She did the same thing 
for the cheese .industry, which developed until Canada is one of 
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the great cheese-producing countries of the world. In 1909 
Canada exported to Great Britain alone 1G4,090,903 pounds of 
cheese. 

Already Can:tda is exporting butter. Her export of butter to 
Great Britain in 1909 was u,353,770 pounds. Will it not be just 
as en.sy to de•elop the dairy industry in Canad.a through Gov
ernment subsidy as it has the cheese industry? To my mind, 
easier. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. From whom does the Canadian Gov
ernment get the funds with which they are subsidizing these 
farmers? 

Mr. PICKETT. I do not know. I suppose they get them 
from the people; but that is immaterial on this point. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. I just wanted to know from curi
osity. 

Mr. PICKETT. It is immaterial to the question so long as 
they do it. 

l\lr. SII..A.CKLEFORD. They tax the farmer to get it, do they 
not? 

Mr. PICKET.r. I do not know as to that. I am not familiar 
with the taxing laws of Canadn., but understand the taxes on 
farmers are Yery low. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. I would like to know one other thing. 
You spoke a moment ago about certain people not being af
fected by this Canadian reciprocity while the northern farmer 
was affected by having his protecti'rn tariff stricken dO'YJ1. As 
a compensation for that the Canadian tariff against the north
ern farmer is also stricken down, is it not? 

Mr. PICKETT. Oh, yes; but we are not exporting north
ern fa.rm products into Canad.a in any considerable amount. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Is there not as much benefit in the 
one as there is injury in the other? 

Mr. PICKETT. There certainly is not. If the percentage 
1n the increase of Canadian production of farm products con
tinues for the next 15 years as it has in the past 8 years, and 
the same increase obtains in this country as in the past 8 years, 
the production of Canada will equal the production of the 
United States in practically an farm products except corn. 
Canada has a population of less than 8,000,000, while our 
population is over 90,000,000; therefore her surplus will in
crease in much greater proportion. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. We now produce a surplus, and so 
docs Canad.a, and will not our exports and hers go to the same 
foreign market? 

Mr. PICKETT. That is the difference between the policy of 
the gentleman's party and mine. We have been trying for 50 
years to build up a home market that will consume the prod
ucts of the farm [applause on the Republican side], and now 
that we are reaching that point you propose to destroy the home 
market by putting the farmer in free · competition with other 
countries. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PICKETT. Certainly. 
Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Is it not essential to the welfare of 

the American ta.rm.er that he should be able to reach out and 
grasp the foreign market for his surplus, and is it not true that 
the commercial greatness of this country is due to the fact that 
the American farmer produces a large surplus and sends it 
abroad? Now, does the gentleman say that we ought to limit 
the production of the farmers of the United States to home 
consumption? 

Mr. PICKETT. The gentleman does not understand me. I 
said nothing of the kind. 

Mr. SWITZER. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PICKETT. Cortainly. 
Mr. SWITZER. Will the gentleman from Iowa state, if he 

knows, how many farmers h!lve left the States in the last 10 
years and gone to Manitoba? 

Mr. PICKETT. I do not know that I can answer the gentle
man. I have no figures as to Manitoba alone. I hirve seen a 
statement that some 400,000 .Americans have removed to Canada 
within the past fi've years. The Canadian Government shows 
that 72,340 settlers came from the United States to Canada dur
ing the year 1909. The gentleman from Washington [Mr. LA 
FoLI..ETTE] calls my attention to an article in Hampton's Maga
zine, which states that 500,000 Americans have passed over to 
Cnnada during the last nine years. 

Mr. SWITZER. Will the gentleman from Iowa state how 
many stayed in Canadn? 

Mr. PICKETT. I do not have the statistics showing that 
fact, but the development of western Canada is largely from 
this country. · 

Just a word relative to the importation of Canadian cattle. 
.An attempt has been made to show that this bill will benefit 
our farmers, and before I forget it I want to refer to tho re-

markable contribution given us on this subject by Mr. Pepper, 
which, us I have already stated, was ordered printed as a 
document by the ·senate. The gentleman's name does not ap
pear on the document as the author of the article. However, in 
another publication since issued he is given credit for it. I 
read from the subdivision of the article entitled " Where the 
Canadian reciprocity agreement benefits the farmer." It will 
be recalled that Mr. Pepper was one of the commissioners who 
were sent to Canada for the purpose of conducting the nego
tiations which resulted in this agreement. .As a fair sample o~ 
the fairness with which he discusses the matter, I read from his 
article as follows : 

The sheep raisers of the United States will be mnterially benefited by 
getting their sheep into Canada free. The Dominion, through its de· 
partment of agriculture, is now tnklng means to increase the Cnna.dlan 
supply of sheep. Under the present tariff of 25 per cent, sheep to the 
value of $220,000 imported into Cunadn from the United States have 
paid duties In excess of $55,000. 

For the year ending March 31, 1910, the United States shipped 
to Canada 35,844 sheep, of the value of $131,492, with a tariff 
levied of $32,873; at least, these are the figures submitted by 
the President in the tables attached to his message. Just where 
Mr. Pepper secured his figures does not appear. However, he 
omitted to state that dming the same year Canada shipped into 
the United States 103,G19 sheep of the yalue of $527,087, on 
which the United States collected a duty of $103,510. Mr. Pep
per's statement justifies the application of the old adage of Ben
jamin Franklin, that "half the truth is ofien a great lie." [AP.
plause.J 

l\fr. Pepper also seems to think, and the same argument has 
been adduced by others, that our farmers will be benefited by 
the free importation of cattle from Canada. 

I do not have the figures on cattle alone, but the Canadian 
Yearbook tells us that for the year 1900 Canada exported 
over $51,000,000 of animals and their produce, of which on1y, 
about $7,000,000 came to the United States. While on this. sub
ject, there is another point to which I desire to allude, and 
that is the treaty entered into between Canada and France just 
a few years since. The draft of the treaty as originally sub
mitted provided for the import into France at the minimum 
duty of cattle fattened for slaughter. The French Senate re
fused to ratify the convention unless cattle fattened for slaugh
ter were excluded, and to this Canada finally acceded. The 
purpose was to protect the meat-producing interests of France. 
In brief, the French farmer could replenish his herds for dairy, 
breeding, or other purposes, but would be protected from com
petition as to fattened cattle. Will some one tell me why our 
Government should be less concerned in the protection of the 
meat producers of this country than the French Government 
was for the farmers of France? In the one case 3,000 miles of 
ocean divided the competitors, while in the case before us is 
the imaginary line we have heard so much about. 

Mr; Chairman, in view of the exhaustive debate that has al
ready taken place on this branch of the subject, I will not con· 
sume any more time in a further discussion of it. 
WHAT DOES CANA.DA GIVE us?-IOWA--OUR 111.A.NUFACTUnEns NOT GIVEN 

ACCESS TO CANADIAN l\LUUOilTS--CANADA'S INTERNAL rOLICY A...."'l' 11\fPOR
TANT CONSIDERATION--OTHER COUNTRIES SECURE SAME CO:NCESSIONS 
On.ATUITOUSLY. 

I now turn to another pha.se of the subject that bears directly, 
on the question of reciprocity. The debate thus far h:!l.s been 
confined almost wholly to the effect on the people of this coun
try of the free importation from Canada of agricultural prod
ucts. The question of what we arc getting in exchange has 
not been· discussed. So far as the free admission of Canadian 
products is concerned, that could be covered by our own legis
lation, without respect to Canada or the concurrence of Can
ada therein. Of course Canada would be glad to ha ye the tar
iff duties rem.oyed from all Canadian articles. If the agree
ment is to be sustained on the tlleory that it is reciprocal, then 
we should look to the concessions granted to us by Canadn, 
and this phase of the subject, as I have suggestea, has received 
little, if any, consideration during the debate. While Iowa 
is an agricultural State, and I regard agriculture as the basis 
of our prosperity, it is also true that we are developing along 
industrial lines, and the people of Iowa of all classes, both 
urban and rural, are beginning to realize the importance o~ 
the dual development. Our farmers realize the ya.Jue of hav
ing a better market near their f.arms, and, on the other hand, 
our manufacturers realize the importance of the prosperity of 
the farmers and are interested in promoting agricultural 
development. The "booster" spirit is abroad -in our State. 
A movement Iias been inaugurated for the cooperation of our 
industrial and agricultural interests. "Booster" meetings are 
being held, and during the recent session of our legislature a 
law was placed on the statute books providing an official trade-
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mark for Iowa goods-" Made in Iowa." " Iowa goods for 
Iowa people" is tbe slogan. I am dee11ly interested, as a citi
zen of the State, in this movement. I also believe in the same 
principle for our Nation. 

Iowa is strntegicnlJy located for the · manufacture of many 
articles, ancl especially of agricultural implements, and this 
is particularly true so far ns the market of western Canada is 
concerned. Our rn:mufacturers of the Middle West are as 
accessible to Manitoba, Saskatchewan, and Alberta. as are the 
eastern portions of Canad.a; and if given access to that sec
tion of Canada where great ngricultur::il development will take 
place, we would undoubtedly rapidly develop the manufacture 
of agricultural implements. 

It lms been lleld out that we are given access to Canadian 
markets, particularly as to agricultural implements, "on ad
\antageous terms." This, if true, would be in accord with the 
theory of .reciprocity, for if "\Te opon our markets to Canada for 
practically all Cnnucla wants-that is, our markets for her farm 
products-then we in turn shourn be compensated therefor by 
access to Canndi:m markets. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. In that connection, :Mr. Chairman, 
will the gcntlemrm yield for one more question? 

l\Ir. PICKET'.r. · Certainly. 
Mr. SHACKLEFORD. The gentleman said thnt all Canada 

wanted in our markets was to find a matket for her agricul
tural products. Docs the gentleman think Canada would 
be averse ·to selling her timber products in this country, and 
does the gentleman not really think that to get her lumber 
and wood pulp and paper here is the moving cause for this 
treaty? Would that not benefit these very farmers in Iowa 
that the gentleman is talking about-give them cheaper lumber 
with which to build their barns? 

1\1r. PICKETT. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Mis
souri has apparently been giving his attention to other things 
rather than an examination of the facts relative to this sub
ject. With reference to the desire of Canada to give to our 
country the products of her forests, I remind the gentleman 
that the various Provinces of Canada impose nn export tax 
on logs, so that we do not get her forest products unre
stricted. The Canadian Government, as its representatives 
point out in their correspondence with our Secretary of State, 
have "no power and no desire" to interfere with the Prov
inces in respect to these restrictions, speaking with special ref
erence to pulp, printing paper, etc. I have here a recent re
port, dated March 24, 1911, from the consul at Owen Sound, 
Ontario, who reports as follows: 

Thero is $3,550,000 capital invested in sawmill plants and the 
equipments necessary to convert the standing timber into lumber. 
That ns much more is invested by each company in timber and lumber 
land Is a fair estimate. This would make tho total investment of 
American capital $7,100,000 in tho lumber industry in this part of 
Ontario. TWs investment of American capital ls largely due to the 
export duty on Canadin.n logs. Before the duty was put on the logs 
were rafted to the American side and then manufactured into lumber, 
but after that went into force the American firms were obliged to do 
the .manufacturing on Canadinn soil so as to save the export duty on 
their product. 

This srune condition exists throughout Canada, and if, as the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. SHACKLEFORD] suggests, Canada 
is so anxious to unload the products of her forests on us, why 
does she not adjust her internal laws so as to permit it? 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. In that connection I will say that in 
five fiscal years Canada shipped into this country $98,00~,000 
of lumber more than we shipped up there. 

Mr. PICKETT. That may be true; but under their internal 
laws they have forced American capital into Canada, for the 
purpose of manufacturing the lumber. There is no question.. 
about that. 

Mr. SIIA.CKLEFORD. If our tariff had not been ·against it 
they would hnve shipped very much more lumber here. 

Mr. PICKETT. That may be true. I voted for n reduction 
of the duty on lumber <luring the lust Congress, when the Payne 
bill was being considered, ancl the reduction would have pre
vailed if it had received the support of the Democratic Mem
bers of the House. 

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. We will l.Jc prepared for it once more, 
and on this agreement too. 

Mr. PICKETT. Not under this agreement. 
Mr. SHACKLEFORD. No ; but we will get lumber on the 

free list sure. 
Mr. PICKETT. You do not propose it in the present agree

IQent. Ilough lumber is on the free list, but farmers do not use 
rough lumber. 

I was speaking on the question of the access given under this 
agreement to our manufacturers of agricultur:U implements in 
Canadian markets. I discussed this question in the last Con
gress rind do not desire to cover the same phase of it again. 

I will, however, summarize what I then said. I stated that 
there is no material concession given to our manufacturers of 
agricultural implements. On n number of more important 
articles, like traction, portable, and gasoline engines, manure 
spreaders, pumps, and windmills, there is no reduction in the 
Canadian duty. As to some others, tberc is a reduction of 2! 
points, and on others of G J)oints; the lowest Cn.nadian 'duty is 
15 per cent, and ranging from that up to 30 per cent, and if it 
be true, as advocates of this men.sure urge, tlJat there is no sub
stantial difference in the cost of manufacturing in Canada and 
this country, then it would follow tbnt these concessions arc 
immaterial, and certainly can not be claimed as nn equivalent 
consideration for the concessions whicll we have given to Can
ada. 

Wllcn I addressed the House on this question during the last 
Congress I referred to the construction gi"..-en to thti fnvorcd
nation clause by other countries, and thnt under such construc
tion Canada would be compelled to give to every country with 
whom she has such a treaty the snme concessions giYen to tlJe 
United States under this agreement and 1cithout any cqttiv.aicnt 
consi~cration therefor. That is to say, gratuitously. It will be 
recalled that this ·rnry question was raised by :!\1r. Blaine and 
by President Harrison, from whom I haYe quoted. The state
ment which I made at that time was questioned.. It is, how
e-.er, no longer in doubt. It has been eliminated from con
troversy by n very valuable contribution on Tariff Relations 
with Canudn, by Mr. Frank Il. Rutter, tariff expert of the De
partment of Commerce and Labor, and published by an.id de
partment as Tariff Series No. 26, from which I now quote: 

The commercial relations of Canada with various countries a.re ba.sed, 
1n part, on unconditional most-fa vorcd·na.tion treatment, in part on 
special commercial agreements, and, in respect to imports from the 
United Kingdom and British possessions, on preferential treatment 
which is not a.pplica.ble to imports from any foreign country. By virtue 
of the most-favored-nation clause in a. number of British treaties which 
are applicable to the colonies, every concession in duty to any foreign 
country is immediately extended to the favored natiolli!. To this group 
of countries all of tho concessions ma.de to France by the 1907 conven
tion were at once granted, and a provision to the same effect is con
tained in the resolution introduced by the Canadian minister of finance 
on January 20, 1911, in the case of any reductions in duty to be ac
corded imports from the United States. 

Mr. Rutter then proceeds to name the countries that will re
ceive the same concessions as the United Stutes and without any 
consideration therefor. The countries are Argentina., Austria
Hungary, Bolivia, Colombin., Denmark, Japan, Norway, Russin, 
Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, and V cnezucla.. He also names the 
colonies that will be entitled to the British preferential: Ber
muda, British West Indies, British Guiana, British India, 
Ceylon, Straits Settlements, New Zealand, Union of South 
Africa, Southern Rhodesia, and other British colonies. . 

Further, that France, Algeria, and French colonies will re
ceive the lowest rate applicable to articles specllied in the 
Franco-Canadian convention from uny foreign country, und thut 
Belgium and Netherlands the .rates of intermediate tnriff, but 
not special rates on all articles specificcl in Franco-Canadian 
convention. · 

So that it is now settled beyond controversy that the United 
Stntes will receive no favored treatment in Cnnudian markets, 
but, on the contrary, our country will purchase for all these 
other countries the same concessions accorded to us ancl the 
United States will be entitled to the privilege of meeting the 
competition of these other countries in Canadian markets. 

I will now turn for a few moments to the internal policy of 
Canada under which Canada has absolute power to render in
effective the concessions granted under the agreement. Thus 
far in the debate no reference hus been made to the Canad.inn 
patent laws, to my mind a very material consideration. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expirecl. 
· Mr. DALZELL. I yield 15 minutes additional to the gent1e
man. 

1\Ir. PICKETT. I now read from the patent act of Canada, 
Revised Statutes of Canada, 1900: 

38. Every patent shall unless otherwise ordered by the commissioner 
as hereinafter provided, be subject, and expressed to bo subject, to the 
following conditions: 

(a) Such patent and all the rights a.nd privileges thereby granted 
shall cease and determine, and the patent shall be nnll ancl void at the 
end of two years from the date thereof, unless the patentee or his legal 
representatives, within that period or an authorized extension thereof, 
commence, and after such commencement, continuously carry on in 
Canada the construction or manufacture of the invention patented in 
such a manner that a.ny person desirin~ to use it may obtain it, or 
cause It to be made for him at n reasonable price, at some manufactory 
or establishment for ma.king or constructin~ it in Cana.du.. 

( b) If, after the expira tlon of 12 months from the granting or a. 
patent, or an nuthorized extension of such period, tho patentee or 
patontees, or a.ny of them or his or their or· any of their legal repre
sentatives, for the whole or a part of his or their or any of their inter
est in the patent, import or cause to be imported into Canada the in. 
vention for which the patent is granted, sucb patent shall be void ns 
to the interest of the person or persons so lmJ.>'('rtiia.g or causr.>g to be 
imported. 
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Canada uses her patent laws for the purpose of protecting 
her industries, encouraging their development, and securing new 
industries. Under her pntent laws she is able to force American 
inventors who secure Canadian patents either to sell their 
patents or m:mufacture the articles in Canada. To what extent 
this has been done I can not definitely state. It is a matter of 
such importance, however, and of such materiality to this 
agreement that it is strange the State Department has not 
investigated it thoroughly and given us information thereon. I 
do know that a number of manufacturing establishments in my 
State have been compelled to build branch factories in Canada 
in order to sen in Canadian markets. I hold in my hand letters 
from gentlemen representing two separate manufacturing estab
lishments in Iowa, each of which has a branch factory in 
Canada, stating in substance that they were forced to establish 
their branch factories in Canada because of the Canadian 
patent laws. I know the same thing to be true of other manu
facturing establishments in my State, and the same condition 
will be found, I am informed, in many other States. 

'l'lle reports of our consuls found in the Daily Consular and 
Traue Reports tell the story of American capital being brought 
into Canada in the construction of branch factories. In a recent 
report it is stated that 184 American factories have established 
branches in Canada, with an estimated capital of $283,000,000. 
I do not say that all of them have been compelled to do so by 
Yirtue of the patent laws of Canada; I affirm, however, that it 
is true of many. It seems to me that it is a proper matter to 
be considered and carefully weighed in approving this proposed 
trade agreement. If we are to enter into an agreement with 
Oanada under which certain concessio11s are granted, it is ow· 
duty to see that the contract will be effective. What avail 
the agreement even as to the slight reductions given, when 
Canada, under her patent laws, can render the concessions 
absolutely ineffective. and can require our manufacturers hold
ing Canadian patents either to sell them or to send their money 
to Canada for the purpose of manufacturing there? 

There is another interesting law in Canada, known as the 
"dumping clause" of their tariff law, which is as follows: 

CUSTOYS TAilIFF, 1907. 

0. In the case of articles exported to Canada of a class or kind mnde 
or produced in Canada, if the export or actual selling pr'ice to an im
porter in Canada be less than the fair market value of the same article 
when sold for home consumption in the usual and ordinary course in 
the country whence exported to·Canada at the time of its exportation 
to Canada there shall, in addition to the duties otherwise established, 
he levied, collectedt. and paid on such article, on its importation into 
Cnnada, a special auty (or dumping duty) equal to the difference be
tween the said selling price of the article for export and the said fair 
mat·lcct value thereof for home consumption; . and such special duty (or 
dumping duty) shall be levied, collected, and paid on such article, 
although it is not otherwise dutialile. 

While I do not have time to discuss it, it will be seen that it 
pro,·ides another method by which Canada can protect her in
dustries, and it is susceptible of such administration. 

I have called attention to these matters for the reason that 
they seem to me to be material1y related to the question of the 
consideration the United States is receiving from Canada. Even 
tho.ugh the consideration be slight, it should be made effective. 
How can we justify approving a contract without doing so? 

RELATIVE TRADE COXDITIONS. 

There is still another phase of the subject to which · I desire 
to allude if this agreement is to be considered from the stand
point of reciprocity. Attached to the special message of the 
President to Congress on January 26, 1911, and on page 70 
thereof, is a table containing an analysis of the import, eJi::port, 
and total trade of Canada by countries, showing that the entire 
trade of Canada was $655,800,567 for the fiscal year 1D10, of 
which the United States furnished $327,701,484; that the im
port trade of Canada was, in round numbers, $370,833,016, of 
wllich the importations from the United States were $223,501,
SOD; that the export trade of Canada was $279,247,ti51, of which 
$104,19D,615 was to the United States. These :figures of course 
include the entire trade of Canada without respect to the ar
ticles inclucled within the proposed agreement. 

For the proper consideration of this agreement, however, tho 
fignres pcrta iuing solely to the articles included within the 
ngreement should ba\e been furnished. Fortunately the bulle
tin to which I have heretofore referred, entitled " Trade rela
tions of Canaua,'' covers this subject. It appears that of the 
articles included. in the agreement more than 80 per cent of the 
entire Canadian imvorts come from the · United States. The 
total imports of the articles included in the agreement for the 
yc..'1 r ending 1\larch 31, lDlO, were $41,072,185, of which the im
ports from tl!e United States were $32,913,823, or, as I have 
stated, 80 per cent, so that of the articles included within this 
agreement there remains only $8,158,362 as a possible market 
ln Canada for the United Sta.tes, and of this there is onlv the 

small amortnt of $683,225 t'fl_at is 'not in.cliulcd in tho importa
tions from Great Britain att:<l her colonies which have a prefer
ential and the countries wiih wkich Oanada has a favored
nation-clause treaty. 

The Canadian commissioners were shrewd enough in drafting 
the agreement to include the articles which would not affect 
her own markets or her own int~ests. I have here a British 
document, with tabulations on the Sllbject, which also gives the 
importation of articles included in the agreement into the United 
States. The figures are in thousand potxnds, and for the purpose 
of reducing the figures I hnve used $§ for the pound. The 
table shows that of articles included 1n the agreement the total 
imports into the United States were $101,415,000, of which the 
imports from Canada were $34,280,000, leaving a possible in
crease for Canada of $67,135,000, as against a possible increased 
trade of the United States with Canada, as above stated, of 
$8,158,362. Canada, however, will have favored treatment as 
to these articles in our country, while the United States will 
not have favored treatment in the markets of Canada. 

I will insert in the REconn tables showing the foregoing facts. 
The table showing the imports into Canada of articles included 
in the agreement I take from the bulletin issued by the Depart
ment of Commerce and Labor, and the table showing the im
ports into the United States of the articles covered by the agree
ment I take from the British tabulation, reduced from pounds to 
dollars on the basis of $5 per pound: 
Table sho1Cing imports into Oanada of articles covered by the agreement 

and also total imports for the 11ear ending March S1, 1910. 

Imports into Canada from-

United States .........•.••..•...•....•..•.•••.•...•... 
Great Britain ......•..................•.•.•........... 
British colonies .......•................•....•.•••..... 
Most-favored nations ...•..............•..•......•••... 
Other countries ...•........................•.•..•••... 

Total im
ports cov
ered by 

agreement. 

132, 913, 823 
6,394,638 

290,510 
789,989 
t83,225 

41,072, 185 

Total of all 
imports. 

$223, 501, 809 
95,350,300 
16,448,117 
I0,275,500 
30,257,284 

375, 833, 016 

Table shoicing impot·ts i1ito the United States of articles co,,;ered by the 
proposed reciprocity agreement both from Canada and from all 
countt-ies. 

Articles already frco to all countries ................... . 
Dutiable articles on which the rato or duty is un-

changed ............................................ . 
Dutiable articles now mado free to Canada ............ . 
Dutiable articles now dutiable at lower rates to Canada. 

Total United States imports included under the 
agreement ..........................••.....•... 

From all 
From Canada countr~es in-. eluding 

Canada. 

S2,535,000 $3,945, 0 ..0 

35,000 45, "JOO 
25, 915,000 60, 565, 000 
5, 795, 000 36,860,000 

----
34, 280, 000 101, 41.5, 000 

The more you examine the agreement the more apparent it 
becomes that Mr. Fielding was right when he stated to tho 
House of Commons of Canada that ttey had gained everything 
they desired, free access to our markets, " without doing any 
injustice to our manufacturers." I am unable after a careful 
examination to find wherein the agreement can by any fair 
construction be termed a reciprocity agreement. It can not be 
sustained on tbat theory. No one has attempted to point out 
what Canada grants the United States, and I challenge anyone 
to show where our people are given any favorable concession 
in Canadian markets. The agreement inures wholly to the 
benefit of Canada. It is unilateral. It should be entitled, as 
Senator Chandler obsefred of the treaty of 1854, an act "to 
encourage emigration from the United States to Canada and to 
encourage production ~in Canada instead of the United States." 

It is not reciprocal. You do violence to the term to call it so. 
It is in direct contravention of the express declaration of our 
last Republican national platform, that we are in favor of a 
protection that will measure the difference in the cost of pro
duction at home and abroad. It is a repudiation of the princi
ple and purpose of the Tariff Board, whose :findings are ignore(].. 
It is repugnant to the spirit of our institutions which demands 
that legislation should be applicable and equitable to all classes 
alike. 

Mr. Chairman, mindful of the interests of the people whom I 
have the honor to represent, and as well the interests of all the 
people of our country, I can not give my sanction to this 
measure. [Loud applause.] 

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield one 
minute to the gentleman from Vtfginia [l\fr. SAUNDERS]. 
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Mr. SAUNDERS. Mr. Chairman, the attacks of the Repub

lican dissidents, upon the reciprocity pact, recoil upon their own 
heads. This is neither a Democratic concept, nor the outcome of 
a Democratic conference, but is the favorite child of a Repub
lican Executive, who has a~sernbled the Congress in an extraordi
nary session, in order that a Republican Senate may have an
other opportunity to put itself in line with the action of the last 
Republican House. If this agreement is an attack upon the 
citadel of protection, it is an attack conceived and delivered 
by the leader of the Republican Party, the man who was elected 
amid the hurrahs of the standpatters, arid the enthusiastic 
acclaim of the tariff barons. 

This measure is not a measure of free trade, unless our 
Republican friends are willing to admit that their President 
hn.s become a free trader. The frenzied standpatters assert that 
reciprocity is a spear thrust into the vitals of protection. If so, 
go further, and charge that the titular head of your organiza
tion is a traitor to the chief tenet of your party faith. This 
measure is not a cunningly contrived attack upon prosperity, 
unless such a criticism can be justly directed against the 
recommendation of a Republican President, who was elected 
for the alleged purpose of conserving prosperity against the 
machinations of Democratic conspirators, fatally bent on mis
chief. So at least, we were informed by vai·ious Republican 
spellbinders, patriotically engaged in saving the country, in the 
Bryan-Taft campaign of 1908. 

If this is free trade, it is Republican free trade, for the 
President approves it, and insists that his party followers shall 
indorse his attitude. 

If this pa.ct imperils the interests of the farmers, as as
serted by its stand-pat opponents, ascribe the responsibility to 
a Republicnn administration, and to the Republican Executive 
who negotiated the agreement with Canada. 

Truly Canadian reciprocity is a pent-up Utica, which confines 
the vituperative powers of our Republicau friends within the 
narrow limits of a temperate, and chastened criticism. It is 
well that it is a product of Republican statesmanship, and is 
stamped with the stamp of Executive approbation. Otherwise 
a copious flow of barbed invective, and bitter vituperation, 
would be directed against its authors. I sympathize with my 
Republican friends. They have long misrepresented the Demo
cratic attitude on the tariff, and in terms of general denuncia
tion, assailed eYery suggestion of tariff reduction, or reciprocal 
trade, as a menace to prosperity, thus avoiding any discussion 
of policies on their merits, and befogging the public mind to 
such :m extent, that many sincere and serious Americans have 
earnestly belie\od, th:i t in some mysterious and inexplicable, 
but sufficient fashion, the Republican Party, through its atti
tude on the tariff, was the country's rock of defense against 
the economic llercsies of the Democrats. But at last, the party 
of protection, as it is fond of acclaiming itself, is confronted 
with a dread and awful dilemma. Reciprocity is a measure 
of tariff reduction. If they approve this pa.ct, and accept this 
reduction, and tho change works well, then they will be 
plagued by schemes of further reduction. But if they reject 
the reciprocity pact, or amend it so as to compass its defeat, 
then tbcy reject and flout their President, who was elected to 
afford a safe and sane administration, and to furnish policies 
that would be enthusiastically approved, and blindly followed. 
Unhappy followers! Unhappy leader ! Approve his policies, 
and you discredit yourselves. Discredit his policies, and you 
discredit your leader. 

If this bill is treason to your party, your President is the 
traitor. He has inaugurated this movement, nay, pressed it 
upon the country with superlative vigor, and incredible perti
nacity. Your plight is pitiable, your predicament distressing. 
At last the mills of retribution are grinding you, and the grind
ing is exceeding fine. But sharper than fl serpent's tootb, is the 
reflection that the author of this measure which you so bitterly 
assail, is not some wild-eyed Democrat, but one of your house
hold and party faith, your own familiar frien<.1, whom you pro
fess to admire as a man, but reject as a leader. Others before 
you have been the nuthors of their own misfortunes, and in the 
bitterness of your present reflections, prostrate under the stroke 
directed by tho President whom you aided to elevate to his high 
position,- perchance you may recall the lines: 

So the struck eagle, stretched upon the plain, 
No more through rolling clouds, to soar again, 
Viewed his own fe::tther on the fatal dart, 
And winged the shaft, that quivered in his heart: 
Keen were his pangs, but keener far to feel, 
He nursed the pinion, that impelled the steel : 
While the same plumage that had warmed his nest, 
Drank the last llfe-drop, from his bleeding breast. 

I have said that this is fl Republican, not a. Democratic propo
sition. Tho statement is correct. From the first to the last 

word, it was conceived in secret conference between President 
Taft, nnd his party advisers, on the one hand, and the repre
sentatives of Canada on the other. In its final form, the Presi
dent sent it to Congress with his emphatic imprimatur. He 
has never disowned his child. On the contrary lie is proud of 
its paternity. Some of the Republican standp~tters, the Old 
Guard, which is now engaged in dying, as a preferable alterna
tive to surrender, are seeking to repudiate reciprocity. Vain 
task! The llepublican Party is a house divided against itself. 
It must fall. On the one hhnd, ex-Speaker CANNON, Mr. DAL· 
ZELL, Mr. FoRDNEY and their following, representative, as they 
claim, of Republicanism pure and undefiled, arc vociferating 
against the bill as un-Republican, and un-American. nut in its 
<lefense is found the President, the balance wheel of the Repub
lican organization, the man to whom the trusts turned in their 
extremity two years ngo, as a sane and safe leader, the an
tithesis, in all respects, of his predecessor. Standing with him, 
are our f1·iends, HILL of Connecticut, McCALL of Massachusetts, 
and many others, all sturdy Republicans, who unite in saying 
that if the terms of this agreement are enacted into law-
It will be in ful~ accord with the practices of the Republican Party in 
the past, and with the provisions of the natlonnl Republican platform 
at the present time. · 

So that whatever this reciprocity pact may be, we must view 
it as a. proposition of purely Republican antecedents, which 
challenges attention, and invokes consideration on its merits. 
If .on the whole, it is mischieT"ous and dangerous, it should be 
reJected.. 

But it sh.ould be gh·en a respectful hearing, and President 
Taft and his followers should be afforded the opportunity to 
make good, in the forum of free discussion. The parentage 
of the measure compels the standpatters to exercise a repres
sion of utterance which must be most painful to them. To that 
extent it is a restraint upon free speech. Criticism of its 
alleged demerits, haYe come, and will continue to come, from 
standpat speakers, but they have been, and will .be, remark
able for their moderation. A reproduction of what these gen
tlemen would like to say, if unrestrained by the exigencies of 
the situation, would be interesting, if lurid reading. 

But the embarrassment of our friends, is the opportunity of 
the Democrats .. Tariff reduction, in concrete form, when urged 
by Democrats, is one thing. Tariff reduction in the guise of 
reciprocity, urged by' the President, is quite another and differ
ent thing, in respect Of the treatment that it Will receiYe from 
the standpatters and the country. The one may be whistled 
down the winds by interested partisans, or dismissed with con
temptuous comment as merely another illustration of Demo
cratic vagaries, but the other compels the whole tribe to sit 
up, and take notice. The cry of wolf will no longer serve. 
They must produce the wolf. In this time of popular dis
content with the present conditions, the President has been 
quick to perceive that the old-fashioned shibboleths of the 
Republican Party, will no longer suffice to curry his party· to 
victory. If it is vain to say peace, when there is no 
peace, and war is flagrant, it is equally vain for the standpat
ters to seek to stay the growing movement for cheaper livin"' 
within the Republican Party, by vociferous claims that all i~ 
well in the land. For years the standpntters haTc pursued the 
attitude of misrepresenting their political adversaries, and 
terrifying a timid public, by clamorously asserting that the 
policies of our party threatened disaster. But it is not so easy 
to apply this rough and ready method to the recommendations 
of the President. If his suggested policies spell danger to the 
national '!elfare, his opponents must point out that danger by 
sufficient, and dispassionate analysis of his recommendations. 
As against attacks from the members of his own household, 
the President is in a position to enter a general denial, and call 
for proofs. In this attitude he will be supported by the 
country. 

Now for the evidence of record, to determine who is responsi
ble for the reciprocity pact. In his annual message of Decem
ber 6, lDlO, and in his special message of later date, President 
Taft writes us follows: 

By my direction the Secretary of State, disp!ltched two representa
tives of the Department of State to Ottawa, to confer with repre,. 
sentativc.s of the Dominion Government. Theso commissioners were 
nuthorized to take steps to formulate a reciprocal trade agreement. 
and the Ottawa conferences thus begun, were adjourned, and resumed 
later in Washington. In the month of January two cabinet ministers 
came to Washi.Dgton, ns representatives of the Dominion Government, 
and the conferences were continued between them, and the Secretary of 
State. The result of the negotiations was, that on January 2i, a 
redprocal trnde agreement was reached, the text of which is herewith 
trnnsmittoo, with accompanying correspondence, and other data.. 

So much for the genesis n.nd responsibility for this famous 
agreement. Many recklc.ss statements, and mucll misleading 
matter have been made, and circulated by interested parties as 
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to the effect of this agreement. Hence the confusion in a portion 
of the public mind, which does not discriminate between trade 
with the people of Canada, a. like people, liYing in a like climate 
to ours, under substantially similar conuitions, and free frade 
with tlie world. What does the PresiUent say in this connec
tion: 

It Is known of all men that the genera.! conditions that prevail in 
Canada, are the same as those which obtnin in the United States in the 
matter of agricultural products. It ls said that reciprocity will injure 
the farmers. I deny it. 

A man who has anything to sell, is on the lookout for a 
good customer. The United States has many things to 
sell. She is seeking markets, and customers the world over. 
Our neighbor of the snows is a prosperous, progressive, wide
awake, .Anglo-Saxon country. She has many things to sell thnt 
we need. This country has many things that we desire Cana.du 
to buy. Under these comlitions a rapprochement between the 
two countries was inevitable, looking to the establishment of 
mutually profitable commercial arrangements. In this connec
tion, the President says : 

A reciprocal trade agreement is a logical sequence of all that has 
becll; accomplished in disposing of matters of a <liplomatic, and contro
versial characte1·. 'l'he identity of interests of two peoples, linked to
ge~her by race, language, political institutions, arnl ~eographical prox
imity, olfers the foundation. The guiding motive ID seeking adjust
ment of trade r elations between two countries so situated geographic
ally, should be to give play to productive forces as far as practicable, 
r egardless of political boundaries. No yardstick can measure the bene
fits to the two peoples, of this commercial intercourse. We have 
reached a stage in our development, that calls for a broad and states
manlike view of our future economic status, and its requirements. Ex
clu<ling cotton, which is exceptional, a radical change is already shown 
in our exports, in the falling off of the amount of our agricultural 
products sold abroad. A far-sighted policy, requires that if we can 
enlarge the supply of our natural resources, and especially of food 
products,, and necessities of lite, without substantial injury to any of 
our proaucing, and manufacturing classes, we should take steps to do 
so now. 'Ve have on the north of us a country contiguous to ours for 
8,000 milesi with natural resources of the same character as ours, and 
in the deve opment of which, the conditions as to wages, and the char
acter of the wage earner, and transportation to market, diJier but little 
from those prevailing with us. 

This is a. calm and dispassionate statement of essential facts, 
and it is difficult for the alarmist to find a just occasion of 
terror in these recitals. 

Another citation from the message will be of interest, in view 
of the fact, that the Republicans who are fighting the policy of 
their own President, are seeking to place the reciprocity pact 
before the country in a false light, bolclly asserting that it com
mits this country to universal free trade. Nothing of the sort. 
It is tlrnt form of reciprocal trade, limited to the contracting 
countries, which both the Democratic and Republican Parties 
ha·rn favored. This pact is not a world-wide policy, but a lim
ited arrangement with a neighbor. If it pro-ms to be mutually 
profitable, it will be continued, as it ought to be, but if, on the 
contrary, it proves hurtful to any form of American industry, 
or destructive to our prosperity, the remedy is in our own 
hands. We can withdraw from the arrangement at any time, 
witllout even consulting the other party to the agreement. The 
contract is not effectual until it receives the assent of both 
parties, but either party can compel a new adjustment at any 
time, by rescinding its approving action. 

Tlle plight of the stanclpatters is both luilicrous, and pitiable. 
Emry argument which they direct against the agreement, is a 
covert attack on the President. If it is supposed to menace our 
prosperity, the President is convicted of lending the attack. 
If it is free trade, then the President is a free trader. If it is 
an attack upon the principle of protection, then the President 
is the man behind the gun. If the people are being misled, 
then the . Republican President is misleading them. If the peo
ple are following a false light, it is a light in the hand of the 
Republican leader. If the Re1mblicnn Party is being wrecked, 
as the standpatters allege, the President is on the job, as the 
wrecker. So much for the predicament of the standpatters, 
who, like the demoniacs of the Scriptures, are ready to rend 
themselves with rage, at the plight in which they finu them
selves. But listen to the President, in defense of his recommen
dation. 
. This is not a violation of the protective principle, as that bas been 
authoritatively announced by those who uphold it, because that prin
ciple does not call for a tariff between this country, and one whose con
ditions as to production, population and wages 11.re so like ours, and 
when our common boundary line of 3,000 miles in itself, must make a 
radical distinction between our commercial treatment of Canada, and 
of any other country. The Dominion bas greatly prospered. It bas an 
active, aggressive nnd intellii:rent people. They are coming to the part
ing of the ways. They must decide soon, whether they .are to regard tbem
seh·es as permanently isolate<] from our markets, by a perpetual wall, 
or whether we are to be commercial friends. Both countries in their 
industrial development, have to meet the competition of lower-priced 
lal>or in other parts of the world. Both follow the policy of encour
aging the development of borne industries, by protective duties within 
reasonable limits. 

. But the President is not content to point out tlie advantages 
m general, of the agreement which he negotiated. He proceeds 
to point out the ad·rnntage to the farmers :-

Th.e ben~fit to . our widespread agricultural implement industry, from 
the I~ductio~ of Cana~ian duties in the agreement, is clear. My pur
pose m making a reciprocal trade agreement with Canada bas been 
not on~y to obtain one, which would be mutually advantageous to both 
coun.tries, but one which also would be truly national in its scope, as 
applied to o?-1· own country, and of benefit to all sections. The imports 
of Canada ID 1!)10, were $376,000 000, of which amonnt the United 
Sta~es contributed more than $2:.b,ooo,ooo. The rc<luction in the 
duties imposed by Canada, will largely increase tbi::; amount, and give 
us an even larger ~hare of her market than we now enjoy. 'Ve have 
secured free entry mto Canada for the cottonsec<l oil of the South a 
most important product, with a rapidly expnndinl-{ consumption in the 
Dominion. This agreement with Canucla, will exten<l the market for 
numerous products of the United States, amon~ the inbahitants of a 
prosper.ous neigbbo~·ing country, with an incrcasmg puvulation, and an 
mcrcasmg purcbasmg power. I therefore, earnestly hope that this 
measure will be promptly enacted into law. 

So much for the rnesEa.ge of the President, which is proper to 
be reproduced in part in this connection. As the man on trial, 
at the hands of his one-time party friend8, he ought to be heard 
in his own clefense. But a Democrat can U.efend his own atti
tude toward this measure, witllout regarcl to the merry war be
tween the President, and his party. The gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. CANNON] , wllo stoutly opposes reciprocity, avers that 
he would like to see the President demonstrate his case. Well, 
in the opinion of some at least, the reasoning of the President, 
as contained in his message, may IJe fairly set against all the 
railing accusations that have been brought against llis favorite 
measure, by his quondam followers. 

What is reciprocity? :Merely an agreement between two 
countries, to modify their imposts, so as to enlarge a mutually 
profitable trade. The Canacliun duties operate against our 
products, when sold in Canada. Our tariff operates against Ca
nadian products, when sold on this side of the line. We sell 
much more largely to Canada, than Canada sells to us. The 
balance· is altogether in our favor. Hence, an enlargement of 
our tracle will increase our balance. Does that spell danger to 
the United States? Our profit is in that balance. Increase 
that balance, a.pd you increase our profit. 

In the last fiye years we ha ye bought from Canada goods to 
the extent of $30U.913,G73, while we haye sold. ber goods amount
ing to $ 86,417,37G. Difference in our favor is $40~,503,703. 
Canada. is a good. customer. It is to our interest to make her 
a better one. In a nutshell, that is tbe purpose of this recipro
cal agreement. The most frenzied. opponent of reciprocity, is 
the Paper Trust. l\Iost of the rni ::;leading sta ternents and s1)e
cious objections to the measure, can b~ traced. to this source. 

Reciprocity would giye tllis country cheaper paper, a matter 
in which we are intensely interested., for there is haruly a family 
which does not take a newspaper. Owing to the great advance 
in the price of the paper on which their issues are printed, the 
newspapers found themselves in a dilemma from which there 
were ouly two exits, one wns to secure cheaper paper over the 
head of the Paper Trust, the other was to submit to its exac
tions, and raise their subscription rates. It is not difficult to 
see that the interests of the great newspn.per-reading public 
a.re on the side of cheaper paper. Not daring to come into the 
open, ancl confess the selfish reason for its opposition to reci
procity, the Paper Trust, which controls the prices for plain 
paper, writing paper, news paper, school books, et cetera, puts 
its opposition to the measure, on the pretended. ground of ite 
interest in the farmers. Let the farmers be of good cheer. 
They are not interested in preserving tlle mono1)oly of this great 
corporation. On the contrary, the real leaclcrs of the Repub
lican Party have been forced to recognize that the combina
tions anu trusts have exacted. unreasonable profits from the 
consumers. In the latter class, all farmers of eyery character, 
large and small, are included. To illustrate: 

As far back as August 20, 1!)10, President·Ta.ft saw the hand
writing on the wall, indicating the public dissatisfaction with 
the stanu-pat attitude of his party. In his famous Beverly let
ter he admitted thnt this dissatisfaction was well founded, and 
that the interests had oppressed the consumers. He wrote as 
follows : 

The excess of tarltr was not regarded as o1Jjcctionnblc1 because it was 
supposed that competition between those who enjoyed tlie high protec
tion would keep the price to the consumer down to what was reasonable, 
for the mnnufacturer. The evil of excessive tariff rates, however, showed 
itself, ln the temptation to manufacturers to combine, and sur,prcss com· 
~i~~~~ta~ffd r~~i.n to maintain prices, so as to take ad van ago of the 

Speaking to the farmers, at the National Corn Exposition, at 
Columbus, Ohio, on February 10, 1911, the President said : 

I am a llepublicnn, and tlie Ilcpul>lican Party has always advocated, 
and pursued the poltcy of protection to American products, nnd manu
factures. ·For a long time that policy bad little, or no limitation. It 
was thought that tariITs on protectccl products could not be too high, 
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and that if all foreign products were excluded, competition would stim
ulate product.ion, :rnd reduce its cost, and its price. The temptation 
to destroy competition by comlJinations became so great, however, that 
the party in its platform modified its policy. 

Again on February 11, 1911, speaking at Springfield b~fore the 
Geueral Assembly of Illinois, the President repeated his state
ment to the effect that an excessive tariff had bred monopolies 
and trusts, to the prejudice of the general public. The main 
thought of the Columbus speech is presented in slightly differ
ent phraseology as follows : 

There was a time when .leading Republicans thought there was 
no danger in having a tariff higher than necessary to protect an in
dustry. 

The Democrats have never entertained this economic heresy, 
so, having nothing to recant, they welcome the President as a 
convert to the truth which, in time, will make him free. Pro
ceeding, the President declared that-
it was thought-

By the Republicans only, I may say-
tbat if the country was made dependent on manufactures, behind the 
tariff wall, the competition between the manufacturers would stimu
late the reduction in the cost of production, and thus reduce the cost 
of the product. 

Not at all. The Democrats have always insisted, that once 
given control of the situation, the trusts would not put their 
prices at the lowest figures consistent with a reasonable profit, 
but on the contrary would fix those prices at the very highest 
level that the trade would carry. This has been the result in the 
case of every product controlled by a trust. In buying, they 
fix the price without competition, at the lowest figure that will 
keep the producer going, for they are careful not to put him out 
of business, though in the case of the burley tobacco raisers, 
they almost accomplished this result. In selling, they are 
equally the masters of the situation, for there is no one to say 
them nay. At last the abuses which others have long since 
perceived, have opened the eyes of the President, for at Spring
field, us at Columbus, he concluded by saying: 

The temptation to C'omblne, by which the prices could be controlled, 
and thus the excessive tariff taken advantage of, has led to a modifica
tion of the protection theory. 

I have been careful to reprouuce these statements of the 
President, for they indicate an interesting evolution of atti
tude, in the case of one Republican, at least. As a Democrat, I 
am tempted to ,say to him and to all like him, who at la.st have 
seen the light: "I told you so." In the theory of the stand
pa tter, the rule of the trusts is a benevolent despotism. The 
fundamental theory of Democracy is opposed to despotisms, 
benevolent or otherwise. No combination of capital, large 
enough to control the market, may be trusted to handle such a 
situation with an eye single to the public interests. 

Such an anticipation is inconsistent with our knowledge of, 
and experience with, the selfishness of human nature. Hence 
the Democrats have always insisted, that the interests of the 
consumer must be secured, either through the control of the 
trusts by tlle Government, or by the application of domestic, 
or foreign competition to the situation . . No Democrat, no 
mntter whnt his political adversaries may say, would know
ingly support any policy that would bank the fires of a single 
furnace, or interrupt the musical whir of the spindles, in a 
single factory. If a great trust, like the Paper Trust, insists 
that it is entitled t-o control the market, and fix the prices of 
its product to secure a reasonable profit, the consumers who 
pay those prices, are entitled to a look in upon its books, in 
order tbat it may ascertain what the trust calls a reasonable 
profit. Failing to secure tllis inspection, it may well conclude 
that the profit is unreasonable, and go elsewhere for a cheaper 
product. This is what reciprocity. proposes to do, to give us 
cheaper paper, and cheaper agricultural implements, nnd 
cheaper many other things, at the same time increasing the 
profits of our commerce with Canada, by enlarging the mar
kets for our products in that country. The suggestion that 
Canadian wheat, or hay, or sheep, or horses, will flood this 
country, and depress the home market is absurd. We sell 
Canada more cattle than she sells us. We sell Canada six 
times as many horses, as she sells us. We sell her 17 times 
as much meat, and dairy products, as she sells us. We sell 
her almost five times ns much breadstuffs, as she sells us. 
The danger from Canadian sheep is even more remote. Can
ada specializes on them, and: raises only a comparatively small 
quantity of high-grade stock. The price of sheep in the United 
States runs from $2.90 a head, to $5.30, while in Canada the 
price runs from $4 to $7. We need the sheep of that country 
to cross with our sheep, and produce a better grade of do
mestic animals. The. Government statistics to support the as-
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sertions which I have made, arc as follows, for the last fi\e 
years : 
Horses: 

Sold to Canada ---------------------------------
Cattl~~ught from Canada _____ _______________ ---------

Rold to Canada---------------------------------Bought from Canada ____________________________ _ 
l\Ieat and dairy: 

$14,172,075 
2,54!),201 

1,578,179 
1, 1!)3, 7!l6 

Sold to Canada--------------------------------- 1~011,017 · 
Brea~~t~gii1'i:from Canaua_____________________________ 904,101 

Sold to Canada ____________ :_____________________ 31, u!Hl, 5!36 
llought from Canada----------------------------- G, G78, 884 

Now if these are the figures of our trade with the present 
restrictions on our intercourse, it is perfectly plain that with 
tlle impediments removed, this tracle will be enormously in
creased in the existing ratio, which is altogether in our fa\or. 
This· trade is either desirable, or undesirable, either to our ncl
vantage, or to our disadvantage. If it is the latter. then shut it 
out by erecting the tariff wall favored by the gentleman from 
Michigan, which has no top, save the blue vault of heaven. But 
if it is the former, should a Democrat be criticized for favoring 
a policy which will enlarge our commercial intercourse with a 
friendly country, a policy which has received the distinct ap
probation of both the Democratic, and Republican Parties. In 
the Democratic platform of 1892, it is declared that: 

Trade interchange on the basis of reciprocal advantage to the conn· 
tries participating, is a time-honored doctrine of the Democratic faith. 

In the Republican platform of 1892, we find our friends point· 
ing with pride to-:-
the snc(:'eS'S of the Republican policy of reciprocity, under which our ex
port trade has increased, and new and enlarged markets opened for t.lle 
products of our farmers, and workshops. 

We are not without the lamp of experience in this matter. 
Reciprocity has been tried out, under a former treaty with 
Canada, under conditions that in all respects parallel tbose 
of the present time. In addition the treaty of 1854 was, if 
anything, more far-reaching in its provisions, than the agree
ment negotiated by the President. Under the beneficial opera· 
tion of that treaty there was an enormous increase of profit
able traffic between this country and Canada. But for the 
intervention of the Civil War, and the temporary friction 
which it caused between this counh·y and Great Britain, the 
treaty of 18G4 would not have been repealed. As it was, its 
repeal was justly regarded as a public calamity. The con
tinuous pressure of public opinion favorable to its restoration, 
is the impelling cause of the present agreement. After the 
fashion of the cuttle fish, the standputters have ejected so much 
obscuring matter into the waters of this controversy, that at 
times. we lose sight of the main proposition, which is to build 
up, not destroy, our prosperity by the · simple and familiar 
process, of expanding our commerce, and enlarging our mar· 
kets, through a reciprocal commercial agreement. Commerce 
and prosperity have gone hand in hand from the time of King 
Solomon, who sent his fleets and caravans to the uttermost 
parts of the known world, and by this wise policy raised his 
country to an unexampled pitch of glory, and ricbes. 

But we should not limit our contemplation to the considera· 
tion of the pending measure, though technically it is the only one 
before us. The companion bill to this measure, admits free of 
duty, agricultural implements, sewing machines, fence wire, ancl 
mnny other products of daily consumption on the farm. This 
bill will afford the standpattcrs an opportunity to illustrate the 
sincerity of their attitude, in seeking to amend the present bill. 
If they fa.vor the principle of their amendments, they will soon 
be afl'or_ded an opportunity to square their professions, by their 
acts. On many articles of essential interest to the farmers, the 
present tariff is prohibitive, or so nearly so, that the revenue 
raised is negligible. This situation has resulted in the forma
tion of those rapacious trusts, whose sinister operations finally 
opened the eyes of President Taft to the mischief of their exist· 
ence in the body politic. Prominent among these combinations 
is the trust in agricultural implements, which dominates the 
whole domestic market. For a number of years this combination 
has sold many of its products in foreign countries, at a lower 
price than at home, and impudently justified this practice, 
to the agricultural associations that protested against its ob
vious unfairness. Agricultural implements of every kind are 
placed on the free list in the companion bill-
in order to remove, or prevent, any possible discrimination ag-afnst our 
farmers in the prices of these nece11sary articles, and to place them on 
an equal footing with their competitors elsewhere in the world. 0'l]r 
domestic manufactures of agricultural implements, tools, and vehicles, 
have grown to great proportions, and are largely organized into gront 
trusts, and combinations. These organizations are selling their prodncts 
all over tbe world, meeting and overcoming all opposition. They need 
no protection. Our imports of agricultural implements are insignificant. 
'Ihe value of o.11 such imports, free and dutla!Jle, amou11ted to $122,302 
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in ·1010. 'l'he export of fbese implements has becom~ a :natter ~f more 
impor tance, th a n the domestic trade\ the figures indicating an increase 
from ~3,859,184 , in 1800, to $28,124,033, in lDlO. 

Anoth~r item of great -value to the cotton fur:mers of the 
South, is bugging, and bailing materials controlled by !he 
"Bngging Trust." 'l'hese materials are placed on th~ free list. 
U:he Payne-A.Jurich bill, _put hides on · the free list, for the 
benefit of the leather industries, particularly the tanners. 

· Leatlle:r boots, shoes, harness and sn.ddlery are put on the free 
list in the companion bill, for the benefit of the farmers, and 
the consumers generally. The sewing machine is a machine of 
universal necessity. The American consume1~ is eptitle~ to a 
price on these machines, as frrvorab1e as that given to for~1gners. 
Sewing machines can be mncle here as cheaply, as m any 
quarter of the globe, but -for years it hns been a notorious fact, 
that the concerns making these machines in ihe United Stutes, 
h::rrn sold them at lower prices to foreigners, than to the do
mestic consumer. These machines hn. ··rn been properly placed 
on tlle free Ust. The passage of this bill, as a companion meas
ure to the reciprocity pact, will mark n. long step forward in 
the battle of the _people, with the special intorests. The long 
lane of R-epuhlicnn trimnpbs, llad a sudden turn in the elec· 
tion of last fall. That election was an upllenval, a catacJysm, 
that shook from pfa~e and power many men who constituted 
a reactionary element in -public life, men ·who had heard, but 
had not heeded, the voice of the people during the sessions of 
the Sixty-first Congress. It has brought into this Chamber 
many new faces, and much young and aggressive bloocl, con
secrated to the uplift of the men and women who by the way 
of l>itter tra>ail, produce the wealth of -this country. The 
Democr::rtic Party in the present House, has already ·made goo<.1, 
and by its initial acts, justified the hopes of its supporters, and 
brought confusion to its ad>ersaries. The time is at hand when 
the obscuring mists will roll away from the _political skies, 
ana the party of Jefferson, and of Jackson will come into its 
own again, as a controlling force in national rrffairs. That -time 
will be the dawning of the ·morning, of a more glorious Clay 
of greater opportunity, and more abounding prosperity. 

1'Ir. HARRISON of New York. Mr. Chairman, I ask now 
that the gentleman "from Massachusetts [Mr. McCALL] will con
sume some of his time. 

Mr. McCALL. Mr. Chai:rman, I yield 30 m.tnutes "to the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. HOWLAND] . [A_pplause.] 

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
all gentlemen who speak on this subject may have the .right to 
revj se and extend their remarks in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will say to the gentleman that 
that is a .motion that can not be put in committeq. The House 
only can gi~e such leave. In committee leave to extend may 
be given only to separate gentlemen. 

Mr. DALZELL. '"The Chair is right, and I was in error about 
that. 

.M:r. :P.ICKETT. Mr. Chairman, I ask that that right be 
granted for myself. 

The CH.AIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. PICKETT] 
asks unanimous consent to extend hi:s remarks in the RECORD. 
Is there objecUon? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

Mr. CANNON. But, Mr. Chairman, wherein is tllat compe
tent in Committee of the Whole, and not competent to apply to 
more than one? · 

The CHAIRl\IAN. The Ohair will state to the gentleman 
that there are a number of precedents, runnin_g over a series 
of years, that a Committee of the Whole can grant lea>e only 
;upon the individual request of "Members, whereas the House can 
grant general leave. 

Mr. HA.l\IILTON of Michigan. Mr. Chairman--
The CH..A.IRMAN. The gentleman from .Michigan is :recog

)ill:ed. 
Mr . .HAMILTON of Michlgan. M-r. Chairman, I n.sk unani

mous consent to be allowed the privilege of revising my remarks 
and CA'i:ending them in spots where necessary. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. IIA.M
.ILTON] asks unanimous consent to extend his remarks. Is there 
objection? [.After a pam:c.] The Chair hears none. 

~Ir. HOWL.Al\TD. ~ trust, Mr. Chairman, that this time ·wm 
not be taken out of my allotment.- It is suggested to me that it 
is now an opportune time to ask leave to extend my remarks in 
the RECORD. 

The CHAmMA.N. The gentle.man from Ohio asks unani
mous consent to extend his remi:rrks in the nEcoIID. ls there 
'Objection? [After a pa:use.] The Chair hears .none. · 

.Mr. HOWLAND. Now, .Mr. Chairman--
Mr. IDLL. 1t:Ir. Chairman, I make the sumo request-that I 

may be allowed to extend the remarks I have made in the 
llECORD. 

The CHAIR.MAN. The gentleman ·from Connecticut [Mr. 
HILL] makes the -same request. Is there objection? [After a 
pause.] "The Chair hears none. The gentleman fro~ Ohio is 
recognized. 

Mr. HOWLAND. . Mr. Chairman, nomitllstanding the f-ervid 
rhetoric to which we have ·listened to-day, I propose to ,give my, 
cordial support to the pending bill. [Applause.] 

I do not know whether my action in this respect will meet 
witll the approval of my constituents or not, but I am abso1utely 
satisfied that that action is eternally ancl everlastingly right, 
and on tllat ground I take my stand. [Appla.u.sc.] 

Every dtscnssion that has come up which -touches on the 
question of reciprocal agreements has always aroused on this 
floor tho bitterest antagonism. This :rntagonism was encoun
tered at the time of the adoption of the Hawaiian treaty. The 
srrme .fight was .had over the Cuban cliffe·rential. Members 
became hysterical, and charged that ruin stared our industries 
in the face. But those storms came and passed away, and we 
proceeded serenely on our career of prosperity. 

Every piece of progressive legislation, every departure from 
the beaten path always meets with bitter opposition. 

It is indeed interesting, when these questions arise, to note 
the alignment and the position taken by :Members upon the 
floor and their attitude upun these questions. 

l was indeed interested :yesterday as I listened to the labored 
and sh·ained effort of the distinguished gentleman from -Wis
consin [Mr. LENROOT] in the long apology which he presented 
to the House and to the country for ·his position on this bill. 
No measure presented to the Congress by the .A.clministrution 
has ever received anything at his hands but carping criticism. 
The reason is perfectly patent to those who arc familiar with 
political conditions. No man inveighed more severely against 
the Payne-Aldrich bill and its iniquities than the distinguished 
gentleman from Wisconsin. He pleaded for the common peo
ple-oh, how .he loved the dear commun people i-:-and told about 
.the iniquitous prohibitive tariffs in the Payne-Aldrich bill. "He 
told what he would do tor the common people if he got a 
chance to vote for 1ower duties on the necessities of life. Now 
that chance is _presented to him to do the very thing he was 
talking about then, and he takes an hour to tell the country, 
why .he docs not propose to do it. No one has advocated .more 
earnestly the conservation of our nn.tural resources, yet when 
in the pending bill the natural resources of all Canada are of
fered us and we are to rre _permitted access to the mineral nntl 
forest wealth of half a continent, tho gentleman from Wiscon-
sin J)ro_poses t6 yote against it. · · 

It js easy to stand up on the floor and name yourself a pro
gressi>e Republican. I claim that privilege, reserving the right 
of writing my own definition; but when the Paype-Aldrich bill 
wrrs before the House, with its maximum and minimum provi
sions, with its enlarged free list, with many lowered duties, 
with its corporation tax, and improved administrative features, 
he voted against that l:Hll, and thereby voted to continue the 
higher duties of the Dingley bill in ·force; mid now, when the 
opportunity is presented to the gentleman to vote for free food 
products and lower duties on many manufacture{! articles, ho 
proposes to -vote in fayor of continuLr1g those duties on food~ 
stuffs in force as they are in the Payne-Aldrich ·tn.rm bill. Oh, 
progress ! The gentleman from "Wisconsin stands with his -fuce 
toward the rising sun and marches steadi1y backward towiir<l 
the camp of the reactionaries and stan<lpatters; and ns ·1 lis
tened to the sinuous, devious argument of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin I was reminded-I ·say it all in good nature-of that 
old C()Uplet, which runs something like this : 

lt wiggled in, it wiggled out, 
And left the -people all in doubt, 
Whether the bird that made the track 
Was going north or coming back. -

[Laughter.] 
I listened with a great deal,.of pleasure to the distinguished 

gentleman from .Maino _[,Mr. HINDS], and I give my most cor~ 
dial indorsement to the brilliant tribute which he paid to the 
yeomanry of _our country. Yes, the .home on the .farm is an 
institution and not a .factory; but, Mr. Chairman, the.re are 
millions of homes of wage earners nncl salaried men in this 
country that arc just a_s much institutions as the home on th.e 
.farm. And it makes no difference, sir, whether that home is 
included within the four narrow, bare walls of a tenement 
.house in the great city, it incloses all that is dear to the hopes 
and 11spiration.S of the human soul; and while I speak for the 
yeomanry of my country, in my legislative action I shall not 
limit · it to the consideration of any particular class. .If :I be
lieved that this legislation would sacrifice or damage the farm
ers of my country I would not glrn it my sup_por.t. Neither 
would I give Jt ..my support if I believed it would injm·e any 
class of citizens in this country, [App1ause:] 
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Mr. Chairman, it is very true that the home on the farm is an 

institution, and when hard times come the farmer can not sell 
his produce; but the gaunt wolf ·of hunger never looks in at 
his window. Ilut when dividends stop and the factory shuts 
down and the pay envelope does not come around, the wage 
earner must starve or steal. 

Oh, some gentlemen are unduly exercised upon this subject 
of the agricultural interests. Why, from Nova Scotia, from 
New Brunswick to British Columbia, there is one long wail go
ing up from the Canadian agriculturists, protesting against 
the enactment of this law by the Ganadian Parliament, on _the 
ground that it will destroy the agricultural interests of. Canada. 
The distinguished gentleman from Maine [Mr. HINDS] called 
attention to the fact that the legislative assembly of New Bruns
wick bad passed a resolution against the adoption by the Cana
dian Parliament of this reciprocity agreement. And a peculiar 
manifestation deyeloped here yesterday. A long telegraphic 
communication was receiYed here on the floor and put in the' 
RECORD by the distinguished gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. GARDNER]. It was a copy of a statute that had just been 
passed by the legislatiye assembly of New Brunswick. It 
strikes me we are in pretty close connection with the provincial 
legislative assembly of New Brunswick to get telegraphic com
munications here immediately of adverse legislation of foreign 
Governments. 

Is the parliament of the Cap.adian Province of New Bruns
wick, which is bitterly opposed to the ratification of the pending 
bill in the Dominion Parliament at Ottawa, attempting to play 
big politics with the Congress of the United States by passing a 
law the effect of which would be to irritate the American people 
and have a tendency to defeat this legislation? I ask the 
question. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

l\fr. HOWLAND. I have declined to yield, but under the cir
cumstances I think I ought to. 

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. I want to assure the 
gentleman from Ohio that I am not a secret agent of New 
Brunswick. 

Mr. HOWLAJ\TD. I will relieve the gentleman from the ne
cessity of defending himself against that imputation. I did not 
intend to cast any imputation upon anyone. The gentleman was 
merely the agency through which the telegram was put in the 
RECORD. The fact that the parliament of New Brunswick is 
adverse to this legislation suggested the thought that they 
might think it would help to defeat the reciprocity bill in the 
Congress of the United States if they passed a law to which we 
would naturally take exception. 

Mr. Chairman, it might be interesting, after all the eulogies 
which have been paid and all the tears that have been shed in 
behalf of the ugricultural interests in tl1is country by gentle
men representing agricultyral constituencies-and I represent 
one myself-to tnke up just briefly and read a few extracts 
from the debate in the House of Commons at Ottawa on this 
subject : 

DEBATES IN HOUSE OF COMUONS. 

[Mr. W. W. German (Welland), March 2, 1911, column 4582.] 
It is said that the farmers wlll be benefited. So far as the county 

of Welland ls concerned, there are twQ townships in the county which 
grow quantities of fruit.J but they also grow large quantities of ordi
nary farm products, ana it may be said that the people of the county 
are almost exclusively a farming community. In 1891 the farmers of 
that county were anxious to get into the Buffalo market, but in view 
of the home market we have established s ince then, they are not now 
so anxious. I doubt very much, s ir, if the farmers of my county or 
any other county in Canada wlll be very considerably benefited1 if 
benefi ted at all, by this agreement. Why, sir, the whole argument: of 
the statesmen of the United States In favor of this proposition Is that 
it wlll decrease the cost of living in the United States; and how, in the 
n ame of all that is sensible, ls it going to decrease the cost of living in 
the United States and at the same time give a higher price to our 
farmers for their farm products? I certainly can not reconclle these 
two things. But I do not think it will give any considerable benefit to 
the farmers of this country, and even if it did give them some small 
bencfiti I think tllat benefit may be obtained at a cost too high for the 
genera welfare of this country. Now, sir, let me say that in my own 
county there ls at least one-third of it (comprising the townships bor
dering on the Niagara River) contiguous to the Buffalo market. The 
Buffalo market would be a natural market for the agriculturists there, 
and they might in some instances get a higher price for their commodi· 
ties on the Buffalo market, and it might be more convenient for them 
than to go to the town of Welland, where they would get nearly the 
same price. 

But, sir, what would happen-the same vehicles that carry the 
Canadian farm prod;Jcts to the Buffalo market for sale will bring back 
from Buffalo the merchandise required by the farmers to carry on their 
farming operations, and which will be purchased from the United 
States merchants. It has alt·cady been said what the effect will be, and 
I believe it, that British Columbia will trade with the Pacific Coast 
States, that the western Provinces will trade with the States to the 
south of them, and so on ft·om the Pacific to the Atlantic, our people 
wil~ be trading with the American people north and south, instead o! 
traaing east and west, among themselves. 

[:Mr. Broder, Apr. 5, 1911. Column G877.] 
What effect is this treaty to have on the interests of the farmer? 

After all, it ts the cold question of lrnsincss. There arc localities In 
the country which it will no doubt help. It will help the country in 
spots. How is the farmer in Ontario to be affect ed? It will affect four 
large industries adversely-the hog market, til e horse market, the egg 
market, and the apple market. These' are four principal products o! 
Ontario and Quebec. '.rhere are others, but these I will deal with. 
""by do I say that it will affect the hog market? There are in the 
United States 49,000,000 hogs, and there .are something less 1.han 
3,000,000 in Cana'.la. That is lG to 1, and it is worse than Bryan's. 
1 intend to make a comparison of the average price for five years in 
'Montreal and Chicago. Some people take Buffalo, but it is not a 
center, compared with Chicago, which is the pt·incipal center for hogs. 
H ere are the yearly average prices of the hogs for five years in 
Montreal and Chicago: 

Years. 

l!l06. · • · · •• • • · • • •••·•• • • • ••· · •• •• ···· · • · •••·········••••••· HJ07 .••• ••••••• ••• •••• • •••• •• •• • •••••• •••• •• ••• •••••• •• •••• 
1!~08 •••. . •••• • ••• • • .• ••• • • .• ••••••• ..•• •••• .•. •.• •. •• • • • ••. 

1909. •••·••··• · ·• ·· • · ••·••• · ••••··• · •• • ·•• • ·••·•• · •·• • •• • •• 1910 ...... . .. . ..... .. .. . .... .. - .. ••. • •• . •• •. •• • •• •• .• • • .• •. 

Average for the five years ..... ··· · •.·· · .... .. ........ . 

Chica.go. Montreal. 

$6. 20 $7. 77 
6.10 7. 43 
5. 70 7.10 
7.35 8. 64 
8.90 9. 60 

6.85 8. 10 

What about horses? There are 21,000,000 horses in the United 
States. There are 12 States lying along either side of the Mississippi 
River which are adjacent to our western country, and in those 12 
States, one-quarter of the whole United States in number, you find 
11,GOO.OOO horses. Does any one pretend to say that our west ern 
market, which is our best market for heavy horses, will not be sup
plied from those States? In the first place their horses are more 
easily got into the market, and with less risk to the buyer. What is 
the average price given to the American farmer-$108.19 on the 
farm, old and young and all. Again, the American authority gins 
the average of the Canadian horses on the farm at $133, almost :j:25 
dilfct·ence in favor of the Canadian. 

I will now quote from the remarks of the Hon. George E. 
Foster in the Canadian House of Commons on February 9, 1911, 
and I commend the attention of the House to this line of argu
ment : 

In the United States what was the condition of things? A hl!!h 
taritr from time immemorial, growing higher through the Dingley bill 
and the McKinley bill and at last coming to a height of 45 per cent 
on an average on dutiable goods; against that a revolt broke out, 
a campaign was waged, and the slogan of the campaign in the Repub
lican Party was a downward revision of the tariff in the United States. 
The Republican Party promised it ; they were elected; they brought 
down their measure and the Payne-Aldrich bill ended not in any down. 
ward revision that was worth mentioning. What happened? They 
were defeated in the country. The insurgent force that: swept the 
Republican Party out of power was pledged to downward revision. 
It was known by all men that the coming Congress would deal with 
that matter and it was known that they would deal with it in the 
line of taking off and diminishing duties especially on food stuffs 
and natural resources. Canada would have secured these markets 

· anyway, without reciprocity and without giving up her own. 

It sounds to me, 1n view of the well-known attitude of the 
Democratic majority here, as though there might be some force 
in an argument of that ·kind addressed to the Canadian Parlia
ment. I quote now from the remarks of Hon. Mr. Borden, of 
Halifax, leader of the opposition, on February O, 1911, where 
he presents an argument about the money expended by Canada 
in building her railway transportation system from East to 
West, running into something like $700,000,000, and he con
tinues : 

We know how immensely important forests arc to this country. 
Important not only in respect to their values as timber, but in their 
relation to the great waterway systems of this country. Important 
to the people of this country in every sense, and when we ohscr ve 
that the President of the United States over and over again direl!ts 
the attention of Congress to the importance of giving to the people of 
the United States access to the forests of Canada, in order that their 
own may be preserved, surely that suggestion in that argument affords 
ample room for thought to the people of this country as to whether 
or not they should accept these proposals. 

Hon ID. D. Monk, on February 9, 1911, said in opposing ratification 
of treaty because " it tends to invade our forest wealth and other 
natural resources: 

"We have constituted a commission of conservation. We have 
spent a great amount of time in th~ study of those r esources and the 
means of conserving them, and we ·have just had a meeting at which it 
has been made apparent that we must change our course and in the 
future bring to the conservation of those great natural resources all 
that care which has been found wanting in other countries and which 
is n ecessary to prevent the waste of what constitutes the real strength 
of a nation." 

Second argument-
" The tendency of the reciprocal agreement is admittedly to make 

our trade north and south, after they have been working 20 years to 
get lines of transportation east and west." 

Mr. Foster, on February 14, 1911, further said : 
What else have you done? You have reduced the meat duties. You 

have reduced the preserved and cured meat duties. In the northwest 
Provinces millions of dollars worth of these cured products have been 
going and a large trade has been carried on during the last seven r ears. 
Under this arrangement, if it comes into force, the northwest Pro,·inces 
will be supplied absolutely from the packing establishments of Chicago, 
Milwaukee, and the near by places in the United States. You tako 
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away from the ·packing .industry of this .country ·a ·. part, and a valuable 
_part, of its local mar'ket, tlie domestic market in the no·rthwest, :.and 
~you transfer it to the Unitccl 'States market. 

.::i\Ir . . Martin Burrell, on -February 14, -1911, 3656 et seq., pro
-tests bitterly against the agreement as ruinous to fruit .growers 
.and market gardeners. 

Mr .. ;J, ·E. Armstrong, on February 16, 1911, saicl: 
My good friend from Prince Edward Islan'd spoke of ·the >Vonderful 

advantages the people of Canada would have in farm and dairy products 
by tbis arrangement. Docs be h-now that we imported into Canuda ·from 
the 'United ·titates last year $52,507 worth of poultry and exported only 

-$3~52G to rt.he United States; imports of potatoes ·$!H3,uu4, exports to 
United States "$3G,770; imported $!77,577 worth of eggs and exported 

1 to · the United States $12,uOG ; tlrnt 6,G04 horses came in from the 
United States and we sent them 2,GHi? 

Ho continues the argument and takes a strong stand against 
the treaty ·n-s injurious to farming interests on the ground that 
the United States is a .great expmter to Canada. 

.Mr. Lemieux, on February 21, 1911, said: 
We arc told by lllY .honorablc . frlcnd (llr. Sproul) that it is a onc

sided agreement, but we also have one of the highest protectionists 
on this continent, Mr. JOE CA~No~-Uncle .Joe-prominent in Amer

. ican public life, who objects to this agreement because it is one-sided. 
It is, indeed, strange to fin<l protectionists on both sides of the line 

· agreeing that.it is u one:-sided agreement to the prejudice of each. 
[,Laughter.] 
l\ir. Clmirman, judging from the anxiety of our ·Canadian 

.friends, l think our friends, the agricultural interests on this 
sicle of the line, as I said before, are unuuly alarmed. The dis
tinguished gentlemun from Iowa [Mr. PrcKETT] -referred at some 

.length to .the old treaty which was "in .force, and I have been 
·suri1uised.in tile course of this discussion, w.hen it is claimed tllnt 
this legislation will ruin ·the prosperity .of our farmers, that we 
.have not ·neon referred to the ruin .and _privation that fell upon 
them during the 11 or 12 years thnt the 'treaty was in "force. 
J3ut no; no .such figures ha\e been .presented, and no-such figures 
can l:>e presented, for eve:c_yone who ha~s investigated that -situa
tion knows tllat during the time that that treaty was in force 
agriculture flourished ns it ne>er had flourished before in.this 
country, and I say, without fear of successful contracliction, 

·that if it ha.cl not been ·.for the spnputhy which the . Canadian 
.people manifested.for the Southorn Confederacy duringrthe Civil 
War that treaty nover would have been abrogated. ·No one 
-would ever h:we conceh·ed the :idea of a-brogn.ting ihnt treaty. 

Oh, you can cite extracts in the discussion . by partisan ruen in 
the Congress, made up cntiTely of Republicans just returned 
.from the ·bitter conflicts, ready ;to -take action in :my ilircction 
where some ·.hostile influence existed.; but _;r want to cite ·as 
nuthority for the position·whlch 1 have 1tnken Mr. Stanwood, in 
.his .:Tm:ifr Coni:rov.ersies ·of n. Ilundred Years (vol. .2, p. 13S). 
:MT . . Stanwood is an impartial witness, though biasecl strongly 
in the interest of a protective ·tariff, and this .. is the ' language 

..he uses in speu~ of this v.ery '-Subject : ' 
All througll the North u feelini:; of resentment had !Jecn ~ growing 

steadily on account of the ariparently strong sympathy of the Canadians 
for the Confederate ·cause, and in the end it seemed to become the chief 
-reason for .abrogating the treaty. 

It seems to be fashionable, Mr. Chairman, to call attention to 
the names of distinguished men and the positions ·which they 
'have occupie<l upon this question. ·There has been a studied 
·effort during this discussion to try-to carry-the impression that 
those of us who arc fu-voring this legislation are departing 'from 
. the -time->honored ·pninciples of ·our party. There has been u 
stu<lied effort to make it appear ·that·the President of-the _United 
.States in negotiating this treaty and ,recommending is passage 
. by the Con,gress htrs violated the principles of his _.party. 

Ai; the time this old treaty was abrqgated James ... A .. Bm::fieHl 
.was a ""Representative in Congress from the State af Ohio, and, 
ns a Representative from the old nineteenth district of that 
State, a district loyal to the core, where secession sentiment was 
·barely tolcruteu anu where the agricultural interest at that 
time was by far the most important, was big enough and broad 
enough to vote -against ·the abrogation of thlrt treaty. He did 
not thiJik that its operation for. 12 ·years had .been adverse .to 
tlrn interests of his agricultural constituent-a, and it w.a-s not. 
'I1hey cordially -returned him to Congress term after term, then 
sent him to the Senate, .and finally lie was elected .President of 
the United Stn.tes. 

l\Ir. McCALL. 1\Ir. Chairman, .I wlsh to .make this -suggestion 
to tlrn ,gentleman, ancl that i-s that President Grant :in his acl
ministration negotiated a h·caty, or his Secretary of ·Stnte nego
tiated a treaty,. on the general .lines of the Ii)]gin treaty -and -on 
tlle lines of this treaty negotiated by President Taft. 

·Mr. EOWL.r.U~D. ·1 um .glad to have that; l did .not have .it 
in my list, nucl .I am ver.y glad to have 1the information. 

1\ir. D.ALZEI1L. It dld not go -very far. 
1\Ir . . HOWLAND. No ; it was stopped just the same as all 

legislation tllat a.fleets or -seems to affect llilY protected .interest 
is stoppecl. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

1\Ir. McCALL. 'The Senat-e ·stoppefl it. 
Mr. HOWLAND. lies; the Senat-e stopped it. [Appl:rusc on 

the Democratic side;] -Now, 1\Ir. Chairm:m, tlrn _gentleman from 
-:rowu a short time ago attempted 1to appeal to the loyalty which 
every Republican has for tne name of James G. Blaine. -rt is 
true that Mr. Blaine voted in favor of the abrogation of the 
treaty in I86fi, but l propose to call -the attention of this House 
to Mr. Blaine's attitude in 1890 on tho question of Teciprocity. 
Did a.nybocly ·ever hear that -reciprocity vrns good Republican 
doctrine? ·You would -think, to hear the discussions in this 
Chamber, that reciprocity was heresy. Why, ·we used to heaT 
gentlemen talk glibly about reciprocity ::rs the handmaiden df 

!]roteclJon; but -what •has happeneil ·to tllat handmaiden of .Pro-
tection at the -hands of the standp:rtters in this debate is simply 
awful. 

Mr. ~TILTON of l\Hchig::m. This is another girl; this is 
·a different girl. 

Mr. HOWLAND. It sCDms to be difficult for the standpatters 
to locate any girl by the name of Reciprocity. At the time the 
McKinley bill iwas under ronsicleration in the Senate James G . 
Blaine was Secretary of State. He sent to Senator Hale an 
amendment which he bad draftdl. ··Before I take up ·that 
amendment _I want to mo.kc -this preliminary statement. l am 
aware of the position taken 'by the distinguishecl gentleman 
from Pennsylvania- [l\fr. DALZELL] on this guestion. He claims 
that the .Republican doctl'ine of reciprocity is ·a mutual trn.de 
convention or agreement between this country ancl a foreign 
country jn noncompeting _proaucts only. 

Where does the distinguislletl gentleman get his authority 
for such a definition-? I propose to -show that it is not a cor
Jrect statement of the Republican doctrine of reciprocity as 
understood and advocatecl by the most illustrious of our ' lead
ers and about ·which we bo.ve 'harangueU and arguecl and talked 
so glibly. This amendment 'vhich Mr. Blaine sent to £cnator 
Hale ,in ·18DO, when the :MCKinley bill was in the 'Senate, is as 
follows: 

.'And .tbe'Presidcnt of the United -Stutes is hereby authorized, without 
J:w:thcr _legisln.tion, to declare -the ports of J:he United -States free and 
open to all products of any natlon of the American hemisphere upon 
which no ex.port duties arc .imposed whenever and so long as ·Snch 
nation ·Shall admit ·to its port~ free of all national. provincial (State), 
municipal, and other taxes, 11our, corn me:il, und other breadstuffs ; 
preserved meats, . fish, vegetables, and fruits ; cottonseed oil, rice, and 
other provisions, Jncluding all articles of food ; lumber, furniture, and 

·all other articles of wood; a!n'icultural implements an<l machinery, min
ing and mechnnical machinery; and structural iron, steel rails, loco-

.moti'reR, railway cars ,and supplies, street cars, rr.fined petroleum, or 
such other products of the United States as may be agreed .upon. 

There 'is ·the amendment offered .by Mr. ~Blaine. .ls there 
any distinction in that amenclment between com_petitive and 
noncompetitive .articles? .[Arwlause.] None whatever. The 
·Rcpub'lican doctrine of .reciprocity that has been advocateu 
by our .leaders .is that we will concecle limitccl access to our 
markets on more fayoruble terms to a gi>en nation ,providecl 
that nation ,gi\es us .a ·substantial equivalent in her markets. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Will my colleague yield .for a .brief 
suggestion! • 

The OH.AIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
How.LAND J .has expired. 

Mr. McCALL. .~ will ,yield ·5 or 10 minutes more to tho 
.gentleman . 

'11he C~IRM.AN. IDoes the gentleman from Massachrn:;ctts 
[l\Ir. McCALL] ·yield . further "time? 

.Mr . . McCALL. I .yield 10 minutes further . 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Ohio [l\fr. 

::HOWLAND] -yie1d ·to his colleague [Mr. LONGWORTH]? 
Mr. ·:aoWLAND. I .<lo. 
Mr. LONGWOR'IUI. I -simply want to ask my colleu-gue Jf, in 

his judgment,-it-wollid ·be possible .to have. nny Teciprocity what
ever with Canada except in competing a.rticles? 

l\Ir. H0WLAND. In ireply to that I would say -that even -the 
gentleman from Penn~y1vania [l\lr. '.DALZELL] admits that on the 
doctrine of noncompeting ,products ueciprocity with ·Canada is 
impossible. The doctrine of reciprocity in ·noncompeting articles 
is simply a ·wcqJ)on used to kill off commercial h·ade agreements 
when tlley are brought .forwnrcl and contain substantial mutual 
concessions. [Applause.] Why, what is a noncom1)eting prod
uct? Every .vound of foodstuff · that is imported into the United 
States, whether it can ·be produced here or not, competes with 
every domestic ·foodstuff that we have. 

Would anybody ·say that tropical ·fruits imported .into -this 
country do not compete with domestic .f;ruits? Take the .manu
facturing proposition. We can manufacture everything under 
the sun that we want ·that has a dollar in it to pay ·us ·a ·profit 
on the investment. Anu you can go clown ihe line, nncl when 
you go down the line where .arc you? :We ar.e down :to :tea _aml 
coffee. Tea and coffee are · necessities of life, and it wa:s pro
posed in the Payne bill-but it did not get very far when the 
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country found out whnt the proposition was-to put a tariff on 
tea and coffee, so that we could have a club with which to 
knock coffee and tea exporting countries in the head if they 
discriminated against us in their customs duties. That is to 
say, tea and coffee being noncompetitive, the tariff would, of 
course, under all constructions, be added to the retail price, 
and the consumer would pay it. In other words, it was pro
posed to tax our own people for the sake of punishing a foreign 
commercial nation. To punish ourselves in order to make a 
commercial rival be good. What would Brazil care how much of 
an import tax we put on coffee? She did not have to pay it; we 
pa.id it. Why, that reminds me of the man who committed 
suicide in order to make his enemy regret it. 

I was divertcU. just u moment from a consideration of the 
position of ex-Secretary Blaine upon this question. In his let
ter to Senator FRYE, referring to his amendment to the McKinley 
bill-I know everyone is familiar with this celebrated letter, and 
I want to bave it in the REcor.:o, at least a few sentences from 
it-he said: 

It furnishes an opportunity whcro the funner may be benefited pri
marily, undeniably richly benefited. Here is an opportunity for a 
Ilepulllic:m Congress to open the markets of 40,000,000 people to tlie 
products of the American farm. 

And in discussing tile McKinley bill, then under consicleration 
in the Senate, he said, in the same letter : '-

There is not a section or line in the entire blll that will open a 
mnrket for another bushel of wheat or another barrel of pork. 

This amendment which Secretary Blaine advocated was fue 
method by which he proposecl to benefit the farmer and en
large his market for agricultural products. Oh, but you say, 
this was not adopted. Before I pass to the consideration of 
that question I want to say to the House that Secretary Blaine 
was so anxious to have this amendment adopted that he sent 
l\fr. William E. Curtis, who was secretary, I belieT"e, of the Pan 
American Congress in session llerc at that time, to Maj. McKin
ley arnl askecl him if he would not introduce tile amendment 
and try to get it adopted. in the House. Mr. Curtis, in the 
National Reciprocity Magazine of August 15, 1902, says that the 
amendment met tbe approval of 1\faj. McKinley, chairman of 
the Ways and Means Committee; that he submitted it to the 
consideration of that committee and advocated and voted for 
it in the committee. [Applnuse.] Maj. McKinley's vote was 
the only vote in fa·rnr of it in the committee. After it had been 
defeated in the committee, Mr. Curtis says "That Maj. McKin
ley, Mr. Blaine, Mr. Windom, who was then Secretary of the 
Treasury, :rncl othor members of the administration worked 
hard to bring the committee to their senses. There was a meet
ing one night at the Ebbitt House, at which Mr. Blaine spoke 
with greater force and earnestness than he had ever heard him 
before or since. He finally got an amendment attached to the 
bill. It was not what he wanted. His negotiations were very 
much restricted. He had asked for bread, and they gave him a 
stone." · 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment which was finally adopted in 
the Senate was offered by Senator Aldrich, of Rhode Island, 
and authorized tho President to place a duty on sugar and 
molasses, coffee, tea, and hides, raw and uncured, when any 
nation discriminated against us, these articles being placed on 
the free list in the bill. 

But even in the Aldrich amendment, which is called a 
reciprocal amendment, the distinction between competitive and 
noncompetitive products is entirely lost sight of, for no one 
would contend for a moment that sugar ancl molasses and 
hides, raw ancl uncured, were not competitive products. 

Mr. Chairman, I could go on down and take up the Dingley 
bill, sections 3 and 4, even don-n to the Payne tariff bill, if 
you please, which contains some reciprocal provisions; but no
where in these lu ws do you find the distinction between com
petitive and noncompetitive products. The nearest intimation 
that you have of it is in section 4 of the Dingley bill, where it 
is provided that certain items ,may be transferred to the free 
list for a limited time by the President, provided 11 the products 
nre the natural products of the foreign country and not of the 
United States." But even there the distinction is not drawn 
uetwcen competitive and noncompetitive products. 

And so I take it that you will look long and far before you 
will find anytlling that will authorize you to lay down the dis
tinction as accepted political Republican doctrine that recipro
cal trade agreements must be in noncompeting products only. 
[Appla. use.] 

Mr. McKinley was elected President in 18DG, and immediately 
proceeded to carry out his campaign promises to the American 
people, and insisted upon legislation which would open up the 
mills of the country rather than the mints. 

Tho Dingley bill was passed, and an era of prosperity came 
upon the country unparalleled in its history; and we soon came 
to the question of whether or not our agricultural interests, 
which were prospering, and our manufacturing interests, which 
were prospering, would not produce a surplus and a glut in the 
market, with its consequent business depression and hard times. 
President McKinley, to whom it was given to look further into 
the future than falls to the lot of most men, grasped that propo
sition thoroughly, ancl immediately comm.enced to cast about for 
ways and means to obtain larger foreign markets, in order that 
our industries might contmue prosperous ancl the surplus of our 
agriculturists and manufacturers might find a profitable market. 

Under the authority contained in section 4 of the Dingley bill 
he authorized and instructed Mr. Kasson to negotiate certain 
commercial htide agreements with foreign counh·ies. You can 
examine those treaties-the distinguished gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. DALZELL] can examine those treaties-as care
fully as he likes, and if he can find the distinction there between 
competitive ancl noncompetitive products as the line of discrimi
nation along which President McKinley negotiated. those trea
ties, I woulcl be obliged to him if he would point it out, because 
I have not been able to find it. [Applause on the Democratic 
side.] 

The CH.AIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. HOWLAND. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ha.Te five 

minutes more, if possible. 
Mr. McCALL. Mr. Chairman, I will yield firn minutes moro 

to the gentleman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio is recognized 

for five minutes. 
:Mr. HOWLAl\TD. I thank the gentleman for Ws courtesy, as 

I am very anxious to call specific attention to a few of the provi
sions of the Kasson treaties. In consideration of substa.ntin.l 
equivalents in her markets the convention for Barbados admitted 
into the United States cane sugar and molasses, fresh fruit, fresh 
vegetables, nncl asphalt at a recluction of 12~ per cent. In consid
eration for substantial equimlents in her markets the conven
tion for Turks and Caicos Islands gave salt the benefit of a 
121 per cent reduction on the Dingley rates. For Jnmacin 
cane sugar and molasses were given a reduction of 12i per cent 
from the Dingley rates. Citrus fruits, pineapples, fresh vege
tables, including potatoes and onions, and rum were given a re
duction of 20 per cent of the Dingley rates. The convention for 
Bermuda gave potatoes, onions. tomatoes, and other fresh vege
tables. bulbs, and natural flowers n reduction of 20 per cent of 
the Dingley rates. The convention with the Argentine Republic 
gave a reduction of 20 per cent on hides, wool, and sugar for 
substantial equivalents in our markets. l\Iany other instances 
mjgltt be citecl, but I have called attention to a sufficient num
ber to demonstrate conclusively the correctness of my position. 

The Kasson treaties were not ratified l>y the Senate, and the 
only reason why I call attention to them is to establish the fact 
that they did not discriminate between competitive and non
competitive products. President Mc.Kinley indorsed a.ml ap
proved those treaties, and we thus see clearly that he did not 
recognize the doctrine of noncompeting products as the co1Tect 
basis on-which to negotiate reciprocal trade agreements. 

Mr. Chairman, President McKinley was not discouraged by 
the failurn of the Senate to ratify the Kasson treaties. In his 
second inaugural he called attention to the necessity for larger 
markets in the following language: 

Om· diversified productions, however, a.re increasing in such un
precedented volume as to admonish us of the necessity of still further 
enlarging our foreign markets by broader commercial relations. l<'or 
this purpose reciprocal trade arrangements should in liberal spirit be 
carefully cultivated and promoted. 

In the. tragic speech at Buffalo, which I will once more call 
to the attention of the House-" lest we forget "-he said that 
reciprocal trade agreements must be enacted; that we must 
yield something to our competitors, something of our markets, 
of our tariff rates, in order to get concessions from them, agree
ments foundecl upon a valid consideration. And so I say here 
this afternoon that when the name of McKinley is used ns op
posing treaties of this character it is erroneously used, and the 
language at Buffalo, prophetic as it would seom to me, carries 
an absolute refutation of such statements. In speaking on this 
subject at Buffalo on the day of his assassination President 
McKinley said : 

We have a vast and intricate business, built up through years of toll 
and struggle, in which every part of the country has its stake. which 
will not permit of either neglect or of undue selfishness. NO NAR
HOW, SORDID POLICY WILL SUBS.ElRVIll IT. The greatest skill a.nd 
wisdom on the part of the manufacturers and producers will be required 
to hold and increase it. Onr industrial enterprises, which have grown 
to such great proportions, affect the homes and occupatloD;S of the peo
ple and the welfare of the country. Our capacity to produce has de-
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veloped so enormously and our products have so multiplied that the 
problem of more markets requires our urgent and immediate attention. 

Only a broad and enlightened policy wlll keep what we have. No 
other policy will get more. In these times of marvelous business en
ergy and gain we ought to be looking to the future, strengthening the 
wea k places in our industrial and commercial systems, so that we may 
lle ready for any storm or strain. 

By sensible trade arrangements which will not interrupt our home 
production we shall extend the outlets for our increasing surplus. A 
system which provides a mutual exchange of commodities is mani
festly essential to tile continued healthful growth of our export trade. 
"'e mu t not repose in fancied security that we can forever sell every-

~~~fd ~~ g~Yb;;f1lor0rusn~~hff~se I~ir~c~h~mth~g a:ar ~v:s~~;ulJ 
· take from our customers such of their products as we can use without 
harm to our industries and labor. 

Reciprocity is the natural outgrowth of our wonderful industrial 
dc>clopment under the domes tic policy now firmly established. What 
we produce beyond our domestic consumption must have a vent abroad. 
'Ihe excess must be relieved through a foreign outlet and we should 
sell e\erytbing we can and buy wherever the buying will enlarge our 
!'lales and productions, and thereby make a greater demand for home 
labor. 

THE PERIOD OF EXCLUSIVENESS IS PAST. The expansion of 
our trade and commerce is the pressing problem. Commercial wars arc 
unprofitable. A policy of good will and friendly trade relations will 
prevent reprisals. Reciprocity treaties are in harmony with the spirit 
of the times ; measures of retaliation are not. IF PIDHCHANCID SO~ll!J 
OF OTIR TA.RIFFS ARE NO LONGER NEEDIDD FOR RffiVffiNUID OR 
TO ENCOURAGE AND PROTECT OUR INDUSTRIES AT HO:MJ<J, 
WHY SHOULD THIDY NOT BID EMPLOYED TO ffiXTEND AND PRO
MOTE OUR MARKETS ABROAD? 

And now, Mr. Chairman, i would call attention to the mes
sage to Congress, December 3, 1901, of President Roosevelt upon 
this subject squarely in line with McKinley, but my time is 
almost exhausted; therefore in conclusion I say to this commit
tee that President Taft, in negotiating and sending to the Con
gress the pending treaty, is acting in accordance with the best 
Republican doctrine [applause]; he is acting in accordance with 
the doctrines of Grant, of Garfield, of Blaine, of William Mc
Kinley, and of Theodore Rooseyelt; and if anybody can ques
tion the Republicanism of those men, I should like to hear him 
do it. Certainly it can not be done in this presence. [Ap
plause.] 

I give my support to the pending measure, in the full faith 
that it makes for national progress, and will promote the com
mon welfare of our people. " No narrow, sordid policy will 
subserve it. The period of exclusiveness is past." [Applause.] 

Mr. McCALL. I yield 15 minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. GILLETT]. . 

Mr. GILLETT. Mr. Chairman, I believe thoroughly in the 
principle and practice of protection, and I have been asked how 
I can consistently with that belief support this · bill. My an
swer is that against the people of Canada we need no protec
tion. 'l'he principle does not apply. They are a people com
posite like us, of many different races, but with the resultant 
dominant type very much like ours. They have similar ideals 
of public and private life and much the same standards of 
living. '!'hey have tlie same environment, are planted in a land 
with the same resources and products, where nature has spread 
for tbem the same obstacles, and by conquering them they have 
de\eloped the same self-reliance and enterprise. [Applause.] 

'l'hey have the same diversities of religion and blood and tra
ditions which complex and perplex us. For thousands of miles 
there is no natural or artificial boundary between the two coun
tries, and a wanderer without inquiring would never know with 
which nation he was sojourning. Their people have overrun the 
invisible boundary line in swarms and made their homes with 
us, and our people have returned the flattering compliment and 
in great multitudes taken up homes with them. No cannon 
frowns from either side against the other, and by reason of a 
most auspicious conyention the inland seas between us are un
vexed by any of the ships of war which nowadays are claimed 
as the necessary instruments of peace. 

It would be difficult to imagine two countries more alike. To 
be sure, they preserve a monarchy and aristocracy while we 
maintain " a church without a bishop and a State without a 
king," but this superficial difference only illustrates the truth 
of Pope's hackneyed couplet: 

For forms of government Jet fools contest ; 
Whate'er is best administered is best, 

for in aspiration and enjoyment of personal and political 
liberty, in deep-rooted hostility to tyranny and persecution and 
in legal guaranties against them·, it would be hard to detect 
any difference in the two nations .• And it is the spirit of the 
people and not administration or laws that keeps alive freedom. 
The laws may be of ideal excellence for preserving true democ
racy, but a reckless or torpid population will nullify them. 

Their industries are stimulated by the same protective policy 
we have found so successful. Both nations are developing along 
exactly the same lines, and if there are differences in stand-

ards and modes of lif~, they indicate only different stages of 
development. Equal differences exist between different parts 
of our own country. 

Against such a country with stich a population I see no reason 
to invoke the principle of protection. 

I think it would be to the advantage of both countries that 
mutual trade and intercourse should be unfettered, that busi
ness and personal relations should be intimate, and that to
gether we should spread over the continent a uniform and 
i~entical civilization. Certainly as the larger, richer, more 
highly developed neighbor, we ought not to find it to our disad
vantage. The difference in the cost of production on · the two 
sides of the line is too wavering and inconsiderable to be calcu
lated, and under full reciprocity would quick~ disappear. And 
so I think it is desirable that all tariff walls should be broken 
crown between two countries so akin in everything which goes 
to make up their industrial life, and then production and trade 
may develop along whatever lines the unerring laws of mutual 
advantage shall determine. [Applause.] 

Neither nature nor laws nor habits of life have given them 
any permanent advantage over us in the contest. We start on 
fair terms, and we ought not to shrink from the test. I should 
like to see unrestricted reciprocal trade in everything, and I 
welcome this pact not so much for itself as for the promise it 
gives of closer union and broader pacts. The important argu
ment to my mind is not so much whether by fine calculations 
of probable imports or exports you can figure out a profit to us 
as it is that this is an initial step toward a greater trade moYe
ment and intimacy between these two related neighbors which 
will stimulate and modulate and steady their mutual develop
ment. Momentary local losses, which flre likely to accompany 
any change of policy, will soon be swallowed up and forgotten in 
the general gain. Like the quality of mercy, it will be "twice 
blessed-it blesseth him that gives and him that takes." 

Dr. Johnson said at the sale of Thrale's brewery: 
We are not here to sell a parcel of boilers and vats, but the poten

tiality of growing rich beyond the dreams of avarice. 

And so the value of this pact is not the mere exchange of a 
few specified articles, but it is the opening of a new era in the 
relationship of two kindred and sympathetic nations. 

The question of annexation has occasionally been brought up 
for the purpose of embarrassing this bill. Doubtless many per
sons on both sides of the line regret that when the original 
United States was formed Canada, whose destiny nature had 
apparently joined with ours, was not included in the Union. 
But no sane man believes that there is any purpose here, direct 
or indirect, ever to annex Canada against her will. It may 
happen generations from now that the countries will have so 
grown together that our descendants will mutually agree peace
fully to unite their fortunes in one government. But that at 
present is only the vision of the dreamer and not the plan of 
any statesman. 

· And it is safe to say that there will never be any hostile 
action by this people to annex our friendly neighbors. Any such 
demonstration is meant as a bugaboo or a sensation, not as a 
serious purpose. 

The far-seeing President who bad the courage to negotiate 
the pact against the remonstrance of many of his own party and 
against the advice of astute calculators of political results bas 
won for himself lasting fame. Whether it now becomes a law 
or not, whatever the immediate result on his fortunes, he has 
linked his name with a great step forward in our international 
relations. His policy may not win approval now, but it will 
never be retraced. If he can not complete it he can not be 
robbed of the honor of beginning. I am reminded of one of the 
finest passages in one of Schillcrs best tragedies, Don Carlos, 
where the Marquis of Posa says to the Queen : 

Er lege 
Die erste hand an diORen rohen stein. 
Ob er vollende oder untcrlicge 
Ihm elnerlei, Er lege hand an. Wenn 
Jabr-hunderte dahin geflohen, wird 
Die vorslcht einen fucrstensohn wie er 
Auf einem thron wic seiner wiederholen, 
Und ihren ncuen liebling mit dcrselbcn 
Begeisterung entzuendcn. 

The translation of it into prose takes away all of its beauty 
and much of its force. 

Let him begin the work on this unshapen stone. Whether be suc
ceed or fail all alike to him-let him begin the work. And when 
centuries have rolled away Providence shall again raise a prince like 
him upon a throne like his and inspire her new favorite with the 
same noble purpose. 

And I believe the President when he made this pact acted in 
that spirit and did not stop to. weigh on pigmy scales the im
mediate party or local or personal advantage. His horizon 
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was broader. He was but beginning a great work. He acted 
for what he thought was the ultimate permanent gain of both 
party and country. He offered to Canada that full reciprocity 
which between such kindred, intelligent, similar neighbors is 
bound to come. An<l whether it succeed or fail now, I believe 
this policy is certain of ultimate triumph and certain to bring 
honor to the courageous President by whom it was inaugurated. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I move that the com
mittee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re

sumed the chair, Mr. SHERLEY, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee had had under consideration the bill H. R. 4412, the 
Canadian reciprocity bill, and had come to no resolution thereon. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO PRINT. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that all gentlemen who speak on this bill may have leave to 
print for five legislative days on the bill. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama asks unani
mous consent that all gentlemen who speak on this bill may have 
leave to print in the REcon.n for five legislative days on the 
subject of the bill. Is there objection? 

There was no objection, and it was so ordered. 
CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 

By unanimous consent reference of the bill (H. R. 4704) mak
ing appropriations and providing for continuing contracts for 
the construction, repair, and preservation of public works on the 
Missouri River between Kansas City and the mouth be changed 
from the Committee on Appropriations to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors. 

ADJOURNMENT. 

Then, on motion of Mr. UNDEnwooD (at 5 o'clock and 50 min
utes p. m.), the House adjourned until Wednesday, April 10, at 
12 o'clock meridian. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were 

taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows: 
1. A letter from the Secretary of Wa-r, transmitting, with a 

letter from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination of 
Waupaca River, Wis. (H. Doc. No. 20) ; to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors and ordered to be printed. 

2. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination of 
Stilagnamish River, Wash. (H. Doc. No. 19) ; to the Committee 
on Rivers and Harbors and ordered to be printed. 

3. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination of 
Great Kills Harbor, N. Y. (H. Doc. No. 18) ; to the Committee 
on Rivers and Harbors and ordered to be printed. 

CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 
Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, the Committee on Appropria

tions was discharged. from the consideration of the bill (H. R. 
4704) making appropriations and providing for a continuing 
contract for the construction, repair, and preservation of pub
lic works on the Missouri River between Kansas City and the 
mouth, and the same was referred to the Committee on Rivers 
and Harbors. 

PUBLIO BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 
Under clause 3 of Rule XXII. bills, resolutions, and memo

rials were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By Mr. HARDWICK: A bill (H. R. 5043) to prohibit in the 

District of Columbi:i the intermarriage of whites with Negroes 
or Mongolians; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. HAY: A bill (H. R. 5949) to fix the term of enlist
ment tn the Army and to reduce the expense of the military 
establishment; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5950) to repeal all laws and parts of laws 
authorizing increase of the pay of commissioned officers and 
enlisted men of the Army serving beyond the limits of the 
States comprising tho Union and the Territories of the United 
States contiguous thereto; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By 1\-fr. SIMMONS: A bill (H. R. 5951) for the erection of a 
public building at Batavia, N. Y.; to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. MANN: A bill (H. R. 5952) authorizing the Secre
tary of War to furnish two condemned bronze or brass cannon 
or field pieces and cannon balls to the George W. Spencer Post, 

No. 489, Grand Army of the Republic, city of Dolton, State of 
Illinois; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. CULLOP: A bill (H. R. 5953) to amend an act en
titled "An act to regulate commerce," approved February 4, 
1887; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. KAHN: A bill (H. R. 5954) to amend section 3716 
of the Revised Statutes of the United States; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PETERS: A bill (H. R. 5955) providing for the regu
lation, identification, and registration of automobiles engaged in 
interstate commerce, and the licensing of the operators thereof; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5956) to fix the sizes of baskets or other 
operi containers for small fruits or berries; to the Committee on 
Coinage, Weights, and Measures. 

By Mr. HANNA: A bill (H. R. 5057) making drunkenness in 
the District of Columbia a misdemeanor, and to proyide n hos
pital for inebriates, and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. DAVENPORT: A bill (H. R. 5958) authorizing all 
tribes or bands of Indians of Oklahoma to submit claims to the 
Court of Claims which have not heretofore been determined by 
the Supreme Court of the United States; to the Committee on 
Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. CARTER: A bill (H. R. 5959) dividing the eastern 
judicial district of Oklahoma into three divisions, fixing the 
time and place for holding court therein, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By l\Ir. HAMl10ND: A bill (H. R. 0960) for the erection of a 
public building at Fairmont, Minn.; to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5961) authorizing national banking asso
ciations to make loans upon improved agricultural land; to the 
Committeo on Banking and Curren.cy. 

By Mr. HOUSTON: A bill (H. R. 5962) to provide for the 
purchase of a site and the erection of a public building thereon 
at Tullahoma, in the State of Tennessee; to the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. G903) to provide for the purchase of a site 
and the erection of a public building thereon at Lewisburg, in the 
State of Tennessee; to the Committee on Public Buildings an<l 
Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5964) to establish a fish-cultural station 
in the county of Lincoln, in the State of Tennessee; to the Com
mittee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5965) to establish a national military park 
at the battlefield of Stones River; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. · 

By Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington: A bill (H. R. 5966) au
thorizing the President to appoint a commissioner to supervise 
the erection of monuments and markers and locate the general 
route of the Oregon trail~ to the Committee on the Library. 

By Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi: A bill (Il. R. 5907) au
thorizing an investigation with a view to securing allotments 
for the Choctaws of Mississippi; to the Committee on Indian 
.Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5968) to authorize a survey of Tchula Lake, 
l\Iiss.; to tho Committee on Rivers and Harbors. · 

By Mr. TAYLOR of Alabama: A bill (H. R. 5909) renewing 
a franchise, as originally granted, to the South Mobile Terminal 
Co. to construct wharves, docks, and piers at or near Alabama. 
Port; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. LLOYD: A bill (H. R. 5970) relating to the removal 
of employees of the Governm·ent in the classified civil service ; 
to the Committee on Reform in the Civil SerYice. 

By Mr. OA..NDLER: A bill (II. R. 5971) to prevent the sale 
of intoxicating liquors in any ship, naval station, or building 
used, controlled, or, owned by the United States Government; 
to the Committee on Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 

By Mr. HOWARD: A bill (H. R. 5972) to establish at At
lanta, Ga., a subtreasury; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ROUSE: Resolution (H. Res. 104) requesting the 
Postmaster General to furnish certain information; to the Com
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By l\fr. OLARK of Florida: Resolution (H. Iles. 105) request
ing the Secretary of the Interior to furnish certain information; 
to the Committee on Expenditures in the Interior Department. 

By Mr. GARRETT: Resolution (H. Res. 106) authorizing 
and directing the Committee on Foreign Affairs to make inquiry 
into the condition of turbulence alleged to pre·rnil in the Re
pulJlic of Mexico and to report thereon ; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. FLOOD of Virginia: Resolution (II. Iles. 107) direct
ing the Committee on Foreign Affairs to make inquiry into the 
condition of turbulence prevailing in the Republic of Mexico ; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
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PRIV A.TE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 
Under clause 1 of Rule X.."\:II, private bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows : 
By l\fr. ANDERSON of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 5973) granting 

an increase of pension to Caleb Ackerman; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5974) granting an increase of pension to 
Henry Bilsing; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 5975) granting an increase of pension to 
l\fablon C. Bennett; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Al so, a bill (H. R. u97U) granting an increase of pension to 
John Cotner; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5077) granting an increase of pensiqn to 
John Cook; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, n bill (H. R. 5078 ) granting an increase of pension to 
John Fralick; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 597n) granting an increase of pension to 
Isaac Jump; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. n. 5980) granting an increase of pension to 
Emma E. Kanzleiter; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5981) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel Kieffer; to tlic Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5982) granting an increase of pension to 
Harry W. Leitz; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H.· R. 5983) granting an increase of pension to 
Adam Lichty; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5984) granting an increase of pension to 
Andrew 1\1esnard; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5085) granting an increase of pension to 
Andrew Moore; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5!)86) granting an increase of pension to 
Sarall L. l\fount; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5987) granting a pension to Barbara 
Pifher; to the Committee on. Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5988) granting an increase of pension to 
George W. Shreckengaust; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5980) granting an increase of pension to 
1Francis l\f. Taylor; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5900) granting an increase of pension to 
Jacob C. Utz; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5991) granting an increase of pension to 
John Whittaker; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5092) granting an increase of pension to 
Rowland J. Welch; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 59!)3) granting an increase of pension to 
David W. Young; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5094) granting an increase of pension to 
Samuel Zink; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. ANDREWS: A bill (H. R. 5995) granting a pension to 
Francisquita Cha yes de Pena; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By l\fr. BOOHER: A bill (II. R. 5996) granting an increase 
of pension to John Allen; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 5997) granting an increase of pension to 
,William M. Deaton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CAMERON: A bill (H. R. 5098) granting a pension to 
Mary Jane Tillman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
_ By Mr. CA.RTER: A blll (II. R. 5909) for the relief of Charles 
A. Davidson and Charles 1\-I. Campbell; to the Committee on 
Claims. 

By l\fr. CARY: A. bill (H. R. 0000) granting an increase of 
pension to William 0. Sutherland; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. . 

By Mr. CULLOP: A bill (H. R. 6001) granting an increase of 
pension to John Compton; to the Comn;iittee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6002) granting an increase of pension to 
James F. Buckley; to · the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 6003) granting an increase of pension to 
James M. Collier; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6004) granting a pension to Susan Ander
son; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 0005) granting a pension to Marion South
ern ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. DAVENPORT: A bill (H. R. 6006) for the relief 
of John C. Farrell; to the Committee on Claims. . 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6007) for tlle relief of the Turner Hard
ware Co. ; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By l\fr. DAVIS of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 6008) granting 
an increase of pension to Christian Koppelman; to the Commit
tee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DAVIS of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 0009) grant
ing an increase of pension to Sanford Glass; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

AJ._so, a bill (H. R. GOlO) granting an increase of pension to 
David C. Morgan; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions 

Also, a bill (H. R. 0011) granting an increase of pen~ion to 
Robert Sutor; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. D.A.UGIIERTY: A bill (II. R. 6012) for the relief of 
Addison Baker; to the Committee on War Claims. ~ 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6013) for the relief of Adolph Hartiens and 
others; to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 6014) for the . relief of the lleirs of Sarah 
West, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims. 
~Y Mr. DIXON of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 0015) for the 

relief of the legal representatives of Wilson Parker deceased· 
to the Committee on War Claims. ' ' 
. By Mr. FOSTER of Illinois: A bill (II. R. GOlG) granting an 
mcrease of pension to Jacob Zimmermann· to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. ' 

~J~o, a bill (H. R. 6017) granting an increase of pension to 
William A. Hope; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions 

A:I so, a ~ill ( H. R. 0018) granting an increase of pen~ion to 
Alvrn Lewis; to the Committee on Pensions. 

~lso, a bill (H. R. 6019) granting a pension to Joseph W. 
Wightman; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6020) for the relief of Charles Snyder· 
to the Committee on ::.\1ilitary Affairs. ' 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6021) for the relief of James Wiley· to 
the Committee ·on War Claims. · ' 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6022) to remove the cllarge of desertion 
from the. record of Thomas G. Warner· to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. ' 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 6023) to remove the charge of desertion 
from the record of Jesse W. Jackson; to the Committee on Mili
tary Affairs. 

By l\Ir. FRANCIS: A bill (H. R. 0024) granting an increase 
of pension to Ebenezer Blanchard; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6025) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas C. Dunnaway; to the Committee on Invalid ·Pensions 

Also, a bill ( H. R. G020) granting an increa~e of pension· to 
Joshna Dewees; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
~·Also, a bill (II. R. 6027) granting an increase of pension to 

Nixon B. S~ewart; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. -
Also, a bill (H. R. 6028) granting an· increase of pension to 

Joseph V. Gillespie; to· the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 6029) granting an increase of pension to 

J. C. Haverfield; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 6030) granting an increase of pension to 

John J. Burts.field; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 6031) granting an increase of pension to 

James Moore; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 6032) granting an increase of pension to 

George L. Johnson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions; 
Also, a bill ( H. R. 6033) granting an increase of pension to 

William H. Vasbinder; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Mso, a bill (H. R. 6034) granting an increase of pension to 

Ludwell Tinsman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (II. R. 6035) granting an increase of pension to 

John D. Tidrick; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 6036) granting an increase of pension to 

George W. Pitner; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 6037) granting an increase of pension to 

James Creighton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (II. R. 6038) granting an increase of pension to 

Hiram Mushrush; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 6030) granting an "increase of pension to 

Thomas Seals; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 6040) granting an increase of pension to 

Frank Grove; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 6041) granting a pension to Mary I. Gregg· 

to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. ' 
.Also, a bill (H. R. 6042) granting a pension to James Mc

Nulty ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill ( H. R. 6043) granting a pension to Thomas C. 

Acton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 6044) granting a pension to William Mc· 

Grew; to the Committee on Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 6045) granting a pension to Johll M. Pop· 

lin ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 0046) granting a pension to Benjamin Gal

laway; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 6047) granting a pension to Annie M. 

Gladfelter; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 6048) granting a pension to Serena Fink· 

to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. . ' 
Also, a bill ( H. R. 6049) granting a pension to A.nna c. 

Foulke; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. · 
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Also, a bi!ll (H. R. 6050) granting a pension to Francis W. 

Leeper; to the Qommitteo on Invalid Pensions. 
By Mr. GllAHAl\f: A hill (H. R. 6051) granting -a pension to 

Mary A. l\falosh; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. GOf'.12) granting an increase of pension to 

Lowis F. Beck; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 6053) granting an increase of pension to 

Samuel Varner; to the Committee on Inva.lid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (II. R. 6054) to remove the charge of clesertion 

from tlle record of John Kreiser and grant him an honorable 
discharge; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. HARTMAN: A bill (H. R. 6055) granting an increase 
of pensiom to Paul G. Morgan; to the Committee on Invalid 
p~~OO& -

By Mr. KAHN: A bill (II. R. 6056) for the relief of former 
occupants of the present military reservation at Point San Jose, 
in the city of San Francisco, and to repeal an act entitled "An 
act to refer the claim of .Jessie Benton Fremont to certain lands 
and irnpro,ements thereon in San Francisco, Cal., to the Court 
of Claims," approved l!'ebruary 10, 1803; to the Committee on 
the Public Lands. 

By Mr. KOPP: A bill (H. R. 6057) granting an increase of 
pension to Randall Kinnie; · to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6058) granting an increase of pension to 
Thomas J. Edwards; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
. By Mr. LINDSAY: A bill (H. R. 6059) granting an increase of 
pension to .John l!,. Sias; to tlle Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

·Also, a bill (H. R. 6060) granting an increase of pension to 
George W. Keighler-; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
· Also, a. bi11 (I-I. R. 6061) granting an increase of pension to 
William P. Kimball; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6062) granting an increase of pension to 
John Langan; to tlle Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
. By Mr. MATTHEWS: A bill (H. R. 6063) granting an in
crease of pension to William Davis; to the Committee on In
valid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. n. 6064) granting a pension to William F. 
Douds; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MORRISON: A bill (H. R. 6065) for the relief of the 
heirs of .Jacob Claypool; to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. NORRIS: A bill (H. R. 6066) granting an increase 
of pension to Napoleon C. Foy; to the Committee on Jnyalid 
Pensions. 

By l\1r. PATTEN of · New . York: A bill (H. R. 6067) for the 
relief of Edwarcl Byrne; to the Committee o:r;i Military Affairs. 

By Mr. RUSSELL: A bill (H. R. 6068) granting a pension to 
Thomas Scott; to tlle Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6060) granting an increase of pension to 
John Miller; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 6070) granting an increase of pension to 
William A. Holmes; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a blll (H. R. 6071) granting a pension to Nannie Eckert; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SIMS: A bill (H. R. 6072) granting an increase ot 
pension to Jacob S. Plunk; to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

By Mr: SMALL: A bill (H. R. 6073) granting a pension to 
Cecil R. Berry ; to the Committee on Pensions. _ 

By Mr. STEPHENS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 6074} granting 
a pension to Chappel Q. Fossett; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6075) for the relief of Alfred J. Drake; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6076) for the relief of Samuel E. Howell 
and James H. Howell in their own right and as sole heirs ot 
Mary ABn '.rhomas, deceased, and William T. Howell, deceased; 
to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. UNDERHILL: A bill (H. R. 6077) granting an in
crease of pension to Catllerine T. l\f. Bachman; to the Com
mittee on Invnlid Pensions. 

By Mr. WILLIS: A bill (H. R. 6078) granting a pension to 
Mary B. Oder; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6079) granting an increase of pension to 
George F. Wonder; to the Co,mmittee on Invalid Pensions. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of Ruie XXII, petitions and papers were laid 

on the Clerk's <le::-)k and referred as follows: 
By Mr. ANSBERRY: Resolution of New Orleans Cotton Ex

change, against tariff on all bagging and ties used in the baling 
of cotton; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ASHBROOK: Petition of T. R. Morris ri.nd 91 other 
citizens of Tuscarawas County, Ohio, favoring establishment 

of a national department of health; to tbe Committee on Ex
penclitures in the Interior Department. 

Also, petition of Congress Grange, No. 1726, Wayne County, 
01.lio, against Canadian reciprocity; to the Committee on Ways 
and l\feans. 

Also, petition of D. S. Creamer, treasurer of the State of 
Ohio, recommending the passage of an act making it compul
sory for the Secretary of the Treasury to deposit the surplus 
Government funds in national banks that offer the highest rate 
of interest; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By l\fr. AYilES: Papers of Walter H. Storm, of · New York, 
and H. U. Singhi, favoring parcels post; to the Committee on 
the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. BUTLER: Petitions of Brandywine Grange, No. 60, 
West Chester; East r,ynn Grange, No. 1263, Unionville; and 
Goshen Grange, No. 121, West Chester, Patrons of Husbandry, 
all in the State of Pennsylvania, against Canaclian reciprocity; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CALDER: Petition of Local No. 320, International 
Association of Machinists, New York City, favoring the enact
ment of the reading or illiteracy test; to the Committee on 
Immigration and Naturalization. 

Also, resolutions of Paper Makers' Local No. 57, of Niagara. 
Falls, N. Y., against the Canadian reciprocity; to the Com
mittee on wa·ys and Means. 

Also, resolution of Irish-American and German-American 
societies of New York, indorsed by their divisions in Kansas 
City, l\fo., against new arbitration treaty with Great Britain; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, resolution of citizens of Buffalo, favoring the Canadian 
reciprocity agreement; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, resolution of New Orleans Cotton Exchange, favoring 
that all bagging and ties used in the baling of cotton be placed 
upon the free list; to the Committee on Ways and Means . 

By Mr. CARY: Petition of Local No. 51, International Broth
erhood of Papermakers, against the Canadian reciprocity agree
ment; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CULLOP: Resolution to investigate the Post Office 
Department; to the Committee on Expenditures in the Post 
Office Department. 

By Mr. DALZELL: Resolution of Irish-American and Ger
man-American societies of New -York, indorsed by same societies 
of Kansas City, Mo., opposing the establishment of any closer 
relations with Great Britain; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. · 

By Mr. DANFORTH: Petitions of Honeoye Falls Grange, 
Honeoye Falls, l\Ionroe County; Webster Grange, Monroe 
County; Brockport Grange, Brockport; Riga Grange, Church
ville, Monroe County; Mendon Grange, Mendon, Monroe County; 
Pent'\eld Grange, Penfield, l\!onroe County; and Gates Grange, 
Gates, Monroe County, all m the State of New York, · against 
Canadian reciprocity; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ESCH: Resolution of Paper Makers Local No. 51 
Niagara Falls, N. Y., against Canadian reciprocity; to th~ 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FITZGERALD: Petitions of International Brother
hood ot Paper Makers and Paper l\fill Workers, of Niagara 
Falls, N. Y., against Canadian reciprocity bill; to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FLOOD of Virginia: Petition of citizens of State of 
Virginia, favoring the establishment of a national health de
partment; to the Committee on Expenditures in the Interior 
Department. 

By Mr. FRENCH: Petition of business men, State of Idaho, 
against parcels post; to the Committee on the Post Office and 
Post Roads. 

Also, petitions from Gorham Mercantile Co. and others, Pay
ette; Lincoln Hardware & Implement Co. (Ltd.), and others, 
Kendrick ; Jones & Dillingham Co. and others, Lewiston ; 
Nuineman Hardware Co. and others, Lewiston; 0. E. Bell and 
others, Moscow; Empire Hardware Co. and others, Moscow; 
Olson Johnson & Co. and others, Troy; J. C. Hamil and others, 
Juliaetta; F. M. Remington and others, Culdesac; F. H. 
Bowen and others, Caldwell; W. C. Dyer, manager, Jones Fur
niture Co. and others, Caldwell; W. A. Fulkerson Lumber Co. 
and others, Weiser; Taylor Hardware Co. and others, Weiser; 
Russell Department Store and others, Payette; and II. P. Kizer 
and others, Weiser, all in the State of Idaho, bearing upon the 
question of parcels post; to the Committee on the Post Office 
and Post Roads. 

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of International Paper Co., against 
Canadian reciprocity; to the Committee on Ways and l\Ieans. 
_ Also, petition of Irish-American and German-American so

cieties of New York, against arbitration treaty with Great 
Britain; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
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.Also, petition of New Orlean·s Cotton Exchange, favoring 
plndug on the free list bagging and ties used in the baling of 
cotton; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By :Mr. HA.MILTON of Michigan: Petition of citizens in the 
city of Soutll Haven, county of Van Buren and State of Michi
gan, requesting approp1iation by Congress for the purchase of 
a site for a vost office and the erection thereon of a proper 
building; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By :\fr. HANN.A. : Petition of citizens of State of North Da
kota, fa'oring passage of H. R. 26791, known as the Hanna bill; 
to tl:.c Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

Also, i1etitiou of farmers of the State of North Dakota, pro
testing against Canadian reciprocity agreement; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

.Also, petition of Jolin J. Keen, Wahpeton, N. Dak., protesting 
against the parcels-post bill; to the Committee on the Post Office 
und Post Roads. 

l3y l\Ir. HARTMAN : Resolution of citizens of New York, pro
testing against any alliance with Great Britain; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

.Also, petition of citizens of Bedford, State of Pennsylvania, 
against parcels-post service; to the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. HENRY of Connecticut: Resolutions of Wethersfield 
- Business Men's and Civic .Association, of Wethersfield, Conn., 

opposing the passage of the reciprocity treaty with Canada; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GOULD: Resolution of Chelsea (Me.) Grange, Pa- · 
trans of Husbandry, in relation to a measure pertaining to 
reciprocity with Canada; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By l\Ir. KE1'1D.A.LL: Petition of Local No. 51, International 
Brotherhood of Paper Makers, against Canadian reciprocity; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KINKEAD of New Jersey: Resolution of Local No. 
51, International Brotherhood of Paper Makers, Niagara Falls, 
N. Y., against Canadian reciprocity; to the Committee on Ways 
and ~1eans. 

By .Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of Seward Republican Club, of 
Brooklyn, N. Y., favoring reciprocity with Canada; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

.Also, petition of International Brotherhood of Paper l\Ia.kers 
of .Albany, N. Y., against Canadian reciprocity; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means . 

.Also, petition of Chamber of Commerce and Manufacturers' 
Club of Buffalo, N. Y., favoring reciprocity with Canada; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

.Also, petition of New Orleans Cotton Exchange, favoring the 
placing on the free list of all bagging and ties used in the bal
ing of cotton; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of New York Cordage Co., favoring the placing 
on the free list of jute cotton bagging and russia rope, tarred 
and untarred, for marine use, etc.; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. LOUD: Petition of .Anson F. Love and 14 other resi
dents of Hubbard Lake, Mich., fa-voring parcels-post bill; to the 
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. MAHER: Petition of New York Cordage Co., favor
ing the placing on the free list of jute cotton bagging and 
russia rope, tarred and untarred, for marine use, etc. ; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Chamber of Commerce and Manufacturers' 
Club, of Buffalo, N. Y., favoring reciprocity with Canada; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of New Orleans Cotton Exchange, favoring tlle 
placing on the free list of all bagging and ties used in the baling 
of cotton; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

.Also, petition of Niagara Falls Local No. 51, International 
Brotherhood of Paper Makers, of Niagara Falls, N. Y., against 
Canadian reciprocity; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of International Brotherhood of Paper Makers, 
of .Albany, N. Y., against reciprocity with Canada; to the Com·
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MANN: Petition of Local No. 51, International Broth
erhood of Paper Makers, of Nillgara Falls, N. Y., against reci
procity bill; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. hl.A.TTHEWS: Paper to accompany bill for relief of 
William F. Douds; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By ::\fr. MO~"DELL : Telegraphic petitions by J. A. Delfelder, 
president Wyoming Wool Growers; Sweetwater County Wool 
Growers' Association; Eastern Wyoming Wool Growers' Asso
ciation; Lewis Barker, commissioner central district; J. J. 
Bentley, commissioner northern district; J. S. Atherly, secre
tary board of sheep commissioners, State of Wyoming; _ arid 
l!~. S. King, commissfoner southern district, protesting against 

a reduction of the wool schedule or any action relative thereto 
until after the Tariff Board shall make their report; to the 
Committee on Ways and l\Ieans. 

By Mr. MOORE of Pcnnsylvani:.t: Petition of employees of 
Keystone Paper l\1ill & Paper Manufacturing Co., Upper Darby, 
Pa., against Canadian reciprocity; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By 1\Ir. MOTT: Petition of Charles E. Vrooman & Co., of 
Carthage, N. Y., against Canadian reciprocity; to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

.Also, resolutions of the Chamber of Commerce of Os,vego, 
N. Y., in favor of Canadian reciprocity; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. UTTER: Resolution of Lime Rock Grange, No. 22, 
Patrons of Husbandry, of Illiode Island, against Canadian 
reciprocity bill; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, resolution of Central Labor Union, of Woonsocket, R. I., 
favoring the construction of the battleship New York in a Gov
ernment na.vy yard; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. VOLSTEAD: Petitions of farmers of Clarkfield; 
Toters of the county of Yellow l\fedicine; citizens of Balnton; 
Tracy Farmers' Elevator Co.; legal voters of Lone Tree, county 
of Chippewa; and residents of Yellow Medicine County, an of 
the State of Minnesota, against Canadian reciprocity; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

.Also, petition against removal of cluty on barley ; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. . 

By Mr. WILSON of New York: Petition of New Orleans 
Cotton Exchange, favoring placing cotton ties and bagging on 
the free list; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

.Also, petition of Edward Olmsted, captain, in favor of mi1itia 
pay bill; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, petition of International Brotherhood. of Paper Makers, 
Albany, N. Y., against Canadian reciprocity; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

.Also, petition· of Chamber of Commerce and l\Ianufacturers' 
Club, Buffalo, N. Y., favoring Canadian reciprocity; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

.Also, petition of Ningara FnUs Local, No. 51, International 
Brotherhood of Paper Makers, ngainst Canadian reciprocity; to 
the Committee on Wnys an<l Means. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 

WEDNESDAY, April 19, 1911 . 
The House met at 12 o'clock m. 
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., as 

follows: 
Our Father in heaven, help us to appreciate Thy goodness 

and Thy wonderful works unto the children of men, that we 
may think nobly, feel deeply, and act worthily in the -rocation 
wllereunto Thou has called us, and thus hn.llow Thy name. In 
the spirit of the Lord, Jesus Christ. .A.men. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read nnd 
approved. 

CORRECTING ERRORS IN ENROLLMENT OF APPROPRIATION ACTS. 

Mr. FITZGERALD, by direction of the Committee on Appro
priations, reported House joint resolution 1, to correct errors 
of certain appropriation acts, approved March 4, 1911, which 
was read a first and second time and, together witll the accom
panying report (H. Rept. 5), referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union and ordered printecl. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I shall not make the IJOint of 
order. but I desire to say that this is not in order as a privi
legecl matter on this lloly day--Calendar Weclnesday. 

l\1r. FITZGERALD. Mr. Speaker, I understand thn.t some 
of the matters I wish to report arc not privHege<l, but I desire 
to call them to the attention of the House. 

Mr. MANN. I understood that the gentleman from Alabama. 
would like to make a motion to suspend wltll proceeding un<ler 
that calendar. 

Tl.le SPEAKER. If the gentleman from Illinois makes the 
point of order, the point of order will be sustained. 

Mr. l\f.A.NN. No; I do not make tllc point of order. 
The SPEAKER. There is no business for what is called 

Calendar Wednesday, anyway. 
EXI'ENSES OF FIIlST SESSION SIXTY-SECOND CONGRESS. 

Mr. FITZGERALD, by the direction of the Committee on 
Appropriations, also reported. House joint resolution 2, mak
ing appropriations for the payment of certain expenses inci
dent to the first session of the Sixty-second Congress, which 
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